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INTRODUCTION 
Since its inception, the basic mission of the Cooperative Extension 
Service (CES) has been to "disseminate, and encourage the application of, 
research-generated knowledge and to teach leadership techniques to 
individuals, families, and communities" (Extension in the '80s, 1983). 
The emphasis has been one of helping others to help themselves. In the 
American educational system, Extension is a unique achievement—an agency 
for change—a catalyst for individual and/or group action. 
Throughout the history of Extension, there have been many changes and 
challenges in the type and number of programs being conducted in subject 
matter areas such as agriculture and natural resources, home economics, 
community and rural development, and 4-H youth development. The specific 
content of these educational programs has traditionally been determined by 
the expressed needs of people at the local level, conditions in the state 
and nation, examination of allied agencies and organizations, accrued 
knowledge and technology from research, and mandates in legislative action 
(Oliver, 1977). With the rapid technological, economic, and sociological 
changes occurring throughout this country, educational programs in 
Extension must continue to change in order to stay abreast of these new 
developments and the needs of an ever-changing clientele. 
This thesis is supported by Sanders (1966) when he stated: 
Continuous evaluation of progress and revision of related 
procedures contribute to the efficiency of Extension education 
and provide a basis of judgment for adapting methods and 
objectives to changing situations. Extension programs must 
always remain flexible to meet changing needs...(p. 10). 
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Statement of the Problem 
Although the literature clearly supports the concept of a continuous 
or periodic self-evaluation process for the Cooperative Extension 
Service, the fact remains that, in actuality, this may not be the case. 
Prior to the "Extension in the '80s" survey, there have been only three 
national studies conducted by the CES to determine organizational and 
clientele needs during its nearly 70 years of existence. However, when 
considering the resources necessary to complete a national study, it is 
understandable why these surveys have been so infrequent. 
In the case of "Extension in the '80s," Forest and Eriksson (1983) 
outlined five salient reasons why the National Association of State 
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the USDA felt compelled to 
identify the direction the CES should follow during the decade of the 80s. 
First, it was obvious to the joint committee that the last national 
study conducted in 1968 and known as "A People and a Spirit" was out of 
date. 
Secondly, legislative bodies, clientele groups, and Federal agencies 
such as the General Accounting Office (GAO) and Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) were questioning whether CES had adjusted to recent societal 
and demographic changes. Previous studies had resulted in significant CES 
programming changes and it was hoped that "Extension in the '80s" would 
provide similar results. 
The third reason for the study was that the same groups discussed 
above had some doubts about clarity of the CES mission and exactly what 
the organization's priorities were for the future. 
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Fourth was the call by legislative bodies and the CES legal partners 
for clarification of the partnership roles and responsibilities. 
Finally, the joint committee felt that the information handling and 
educational media technologies such as video cassettes, cable television, 
and microcomputers, which could be used by the CES in delivering programs, 
had changed dramatically in terms of cost and capabilities during the past 
decade. 
Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to identify the future direction of the 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) as perceived by Extension 
personnel and selected public leaders in regard to four issue areas. The 
areas addressed were: program philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities; 
role, responsibilities, and resources; program delivery methods; and 
evaluation and accountability. The specific objectives of this research 
were: 
1. To determine the perceptions of Extension personnel regarding the 
future direction of the ICES. 
2. To determine the perceptions of public leaders regarding the 
future direction of the ICES. 
3. To compare the perceptions of Extension personnel and public 
leaders regarding the future direction of the ICES. 
4. To identify changes needed in the ICES based on the perceptions 
of Extension personnel and public leaders. 
h 
significance of the Problem 
Legislative bodies who have the responsibility to allocate funding to 
CES and other public agencies have become increasingly cautious in regard 
to the distribution of tax dollars. Private citizens as well as many 
consumer groups have demanded that publicly funded agencies become more 
accountable than in years past. This situation will require decision 
makers in the CES to remain in closer touch with the needs of the various 
clientele groups. 
In summary, this study will provide data upon which the ICES can make 
future decisions in regard to the four issue areas identified by the 
"Extension in the '80s" committee. 
Hypotheses 
1. There are no significant differences in the perceptions of Extension 
personnel toward the future direction of the Cooperative Extension 
Service when grouped by selected demographic variables. 
2. There are no significant differences in the perceptions of public 
leaders toward the future direction of the Cooperative Extension 
Service when grouped by selected demographic variables. 
3. There are no significant differences between the perceptions of 
Extension personnel and public leaders toward the future direction of 
the Cooperative Extension Service. 
Definitions 
1. Public leaders - Persons residing in Iowa who are familiar with the 
CES and can provide insights into the organization's future. 
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2. Extension personnel - Those persons employed by the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service (ICES). 
3. Extension in the '80s - A national study conducted jointly by the USDA 
and tne National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant 
Colleges to determine the future direction of the CES. 
4. Clientele groups - Any person residing in Iowa who is presently or has 
• in the past been involved in a program offered by the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service. 
5. Non-clientele groups - Any person residing in Iowa who has never 
participated in a program offered by the Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Service. 
Assumpt ions 
This study is based on the following assumptions: 
1. Extension personnel responded objectively to the questionnaires. 
2. Public leaders have sufficient knowledge of the CES in order to 
make meaningful responses. 
3. The perceptions of the respondents would yield useful and valid 
informat ion. 




1. The public leaders selected to participate in the study were not 
randomly selected; therefore, the results are not generalizable to the 
general public or to all public leaders. 
2. The structured questionnaire may have had a tendency to limit the 
responses of the groups studied and to suggest certain responses. 
3. This study was limited to information obtained from mailed 
questionnaires. 
4. The findings of this study are limited to personnel of the Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) and public leaders in Iowa. 
7 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
As the Cooperative Extension Service (CES) enters its seventy-first 
year of service to mankind, there is a resounding message being heard 
throughout the organization. The message, which evolved from a report of 
the National Task Force on Extension Accountability and Extension System 
in 1981 is, according to Andrews (1983) unmistakenly clear. Program 
evaluation is essential to successful Extension programs. Andrews stated 
that : 
No longer can it be taken for granted that programs are good 
and appropriate. Both from within and outside the 
organization. Extension is being challenged to look at 
itself...to evaluate what it's doing...to check to see if 
things are going as well as they could. Increasingly, 
evaluation processes are being used at the county, state, and 
federal levels to support the organization's efforts to survive 
and prosper in an era of accountability and resource 
constraint. 
Although Andrews (1983) further suggested that Extension is operating 
in a new environment—an environment of more open criticism and demands 
for justification of actions—the literature revealed that these same 
concerns were expressed many years earlier. For example, Charters (1933) 
stated that "the time is at hand when taxpayers are scrutinizing all 
appropriations and demanding to know what is being accomplished by the 
agencies supported by public funds." Referring specifically to the CES, 
Charters ( 1933) further suggested that: 
To date those charged with the administrative direction of 
Extension in the various states have given relatively little 
attention to the problem of measuring the effectiveness of 
their work. The additional funds required to maintain the work 
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and care for normal expansion have been obtained with 
comparative ease. There has been no financial reason for 
proving their case. 
Charters felt Extension's lack of evaluation was due to a striking 
deficiency of research techniques which were appropriate to the 
investigation of Extension problems. He continued by saying: 
During the last quarter of a century, technics (sic) have been 
developed in allied fields and have reached a state of proven 
value in many directions. More recently the division of 
extension studies and teaching of the Federal extension office 
has shown the application of research procedures to the study 
of extension problems. 
The following year, Ramsower (1934) reiterated much of what Charters 
had said earlier. The context of Ramsower's message was that: 
Administrators, supervisors, and workers generally, both 
Federal and State, have been so busy with routine details, with 
blazing new trails in this new adventure in education that 
little time has been found for serious study and research in 
the many fields of activity included within the scope of our 
work. Each day of each worker has been filled to overflowing 
with a number of important things. County extension agents 
have been content to meet the pressing problems each day and 
year brought forth. Specialists have sought to help county 
workers with their immediate problems. Consequently, little 
time has been available for systematic study of our fundamental 
extension problems. 
There have been many studies completed concerning Extension's 
problems following the challenging remarks made by early Extension leaders 
such as Charters and Ramsower. This chapter summarizes findings of 
several studies which have helped to provide direction for the CES at all 
levels of the organization. The material is presented in the following 
sections: (1) perceptions of Extension personnel regarding the future 
direction of the Cooperative Extension Service; (2) perceptions of public 
leaders regarding the future direction of the Cooperative Extension 
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Service; and (3) comparison of perceptions of Extension personnel and 
public leaders regarding the future direction of the Cooperative Extension 
Service. 
Perceptions of Extension Personnel toward the Future 
Direction of the Cooperative Extension Service 
President Raymond M. Hughes of Iowa State College in 193] initiated 
one of the earliest evaluations of the Cooperative Extension Service 
(CES). Based on his belief that constant self-surveys were necessary to 
keep abreast of the times, Hughes named J. Brownlee Davidson to chair a 
committee of Iowa State College faculty and Extension personnel to study 
the Iowa Extension Service and recommend improvements. 
The study produced many important recommendations. It was the belief 
of this committee that some form of county Extension organization should 
be required and that each should meet certain qualifications before being 
considered entirely satisfactory. Among the qualifications they 
recommended: 
1. It should exist for educational purposes and use its funds 
for educational work. 
2. It should not engage in commercial or political activities; 
neither should it be controlled or influenced by any 
related organization which engages in such activities. 
3. It should preferably use only public funds. If private 
funds are used, they should be used only to promote the 
regular educational program of the extension organization 
• and not to introduce extraneous and distracting influences. 
4. The organization should be committed to a program intended 
to reach all the people of the county, and particularly 
those most in need of assistance. 
5. The program conducted should be systematically correlated 
with the programs of the other educational agencies of the 
county. 
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One othar important recommendation to come from this study was the 
call for the creation of a fact-finding committee to make a continuous 
study of the needs, methods, and results of Extension work in Iowa 
(Extension Service Review, 1933). 
Always responsive to the changing needs of clientele, the Cooperative 
Extension Service has periodically conducted "major" studies of its roles 
and responsibilities (Forest and Eriksson, 1983). One such study, 
conducted in 1948, was completed by a committee jointly appointed by the 
United States Department of Agriculture and the Association of Land-Grant 
Colleges and Universities, and chaired by Roy M. Green (Joint Committee 
Report, 1948). 
This study recommended that although Extension's early emphasis was 
on the problems of the farm and home, the growing demands from nonfarm 
rural and urban residents should be addressed to the extent available 
resources would allow. This recommendation was consistent with one 
reported by Hughes in 1933. 
It was further recommended that Extension should continue to work 
closely with organized groups and other government agencies. In fact, 
where possible, all agricultural agencies in the county should be housed 
in the same building. 
In regard to teaching methods and delivery. Green suggested that 
while individual counseling and demonstrations were effective, obvious 
methodological limitations existed. Improving transportation made the use 
of public meetings and discussion groups more feasible. The use of varied 
media such as bulletins and especially the radio was encouraged. Green 
11 
further indicated that scientific evaluation of Extension methods and 
procedures needed to be greatly expanded to determine why some people 
participate in Extension programs and others do not (A People, 1958). 
In 1958, the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State 
Universities and the United States Department of Agriculture conducted a 
similar study. The study resulted in the identification of nine major 
areas of program emphasis which should be receiving high-priority by the 
Extension Service for the present and the immediate years ahead. The nine 
program areas were identified: 
1. Efficiency in Agricultural Production 
2. Efficiency in Marketing, Distribution, and Utilization 
3. Conservation, Development, and Use of Natural Resources 
4. Management on the Farm and in the Home 
5. Family Living 
6. Youth Development 
7. Leadership Development 
8. Community Improvement and Resource Development 
9. Public Affairs 
George L. Mehren, Assistant Secretary, USDA, and W. Robert Parks, 
President, Iowa State University, co-chaired a third national study of 
Extension in 1968. The purpose of this joint study was: 
1. To analyze and evaluate past contributions of the 
Cooperative Extension Service and assess its present 
posture. 
2. To review basic administrative and operational 
relationships between the Department of Agriculture and the 
respective Land-Grant Universities for the purpose of 
building a stronger program based on mutual understanding 
and direction. 
3. To examine the functions exercised by the Cooperative 
Extension Service in relationship to other extension and 
extension-related programs of various executive departments 
of the Federal Government and 
4. To project the future scope, direction, and redirection of 
the Cooperative Extension Service in order that it may make 
the maximum contribution to local, state, and national 
goals and needs of the people it serves. 
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The joint committee issued an extensive report with many 
recommendations. One of the most relevant recommendations was that the 
Cooperative Extension Service should be the "educational arm" of the USUA 
and educational support arm for all other government agencies. It was 
further recommended that the university administration should develop the 
mechanism which would provide access to and support from all colleges of 
the university which are relevant to the Extension function. 
The committee also recommended that the personnel resources of the 
CES be maximized by experimenting with new organizational structures such 
as multi-county staffing and specialist teams. Additionally, the best use 
of available staff could be made by utilizing new electronic teaching 
devices, new communications systems, and new teaching techniques (A 
People, 1968). 
Perceptions of Public Leaders toward the 
Future Direction of the CES 
In a discussion of accountability in public agencies, Katz et al. 
( 1975) stated: 
Most discussion about improving the functioning of public 
agencies comes from policy makers concerned with broad 
strategies of governmental programs, from administrators who 
face practical problems in their own agencies, or from 
specialists who talk in terms of increasing the technology of 
delivery systems. There is a vast and profound neglect of the 
perceptions, experiences, and reactions of people who 
themselves are supposedly being served. 
While this statement by Katz does not incriminate the Cooperative 
Extension Service (CES), it does underscore an important point. The 
importance of continuing input from the clientele served by Extension 
cannot be understated. Or as Gross (1977) says: 
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Extension professionals can do a better job when they know how 
people feel about tneir programs. Information backed up by 
data is of benefit not only to Extension professionals, but 
also to the groups they're accountable to. 
A review of the literature identified many studies conducted by 
Extension professionals who sought to learn from the people they serve. 
In a study to build support for an increased budget, Ladewig and Ebling 
( 1982) surveyed 450 county residents and found that over 90 percent of the 
respondents used information in the home economics newsletter, and 72 
percent shared the newsletter with relatives, friends, and neighbors. 
Forest and Marshall ( 1977) conducted a study of county and community, 
as well as randomly selected citizens to determine the overall results of 
Extension in Shawano County, New York. It was found that more people were 
contacted by the use of the mass media than any other means. Newspapers 
reached 64 percent of the population, while radio and television and 
bulletins reached 51 and 43 percent, respectively. In comparison, only 25 
percent were contacted by the use of telephones, office visits, and 
personal letters, and 22 percent via the mass meetings held in the county. 
It was further reported that wnile 93 percent of the leaders had 
contact with Extension, only 27 percent felt they were very familiar with 
the organization. It was also found that leaders who were actively 
involved with Extension through local committee contact felt they were 
close to the decision making. In addition, leaders from the smaller 
communities were less likely to feel involved than those from larger 
areas. 
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Studies by Prawl and Jorns (1976) and Cosner and Key (1981) sought to 
determine the awareness level of their clientele. Prawl and Jorns 
reported that more than 50 percent of those responding said Extension 
should do a better job of publicizing their educational programs so more 
people could take advantage of what was being offered. Cosner and Key 
found that the Oklahoma Extension Service had more contact with those 
residents having higher income levels, higher educational levels, and were 
not members of a minority group. 
In a similar study, Warner and Christenson (1983) sought to determine 
to what extent four common Extension stereotypes were true. The four 
stereotypes identified by Warner and Christenson were: 
1. Does the public view the Extension organization the same as 
do Extension personnel and others speaking on behalf of 
Extension? 
2. Is Extension an agricultural agency that primarily serves 
rural and farm residents? 
3. The clientele served are pleased with the services they 
receive. 
4. The agricultural community is the principal support base 
for Extension. 
The results of this national survey of 1,048 adults indicated that 
from the standpoint of the"general public, none of the four stereotypes 
was true. 
The results of a study conducted by Coleman (1951) of nearly 100 
percent of the households in a small rural New York State community may 
suggest why the stereotypes discussed by Warner and Christenson were 
developed. Most of the residents primarily viewed Extension as having to 
do with technical matters of agriculture and home economics. It was also 
felt that problems of the community which were of utmost concern to the 
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residents of the community were not the problems addressed by the 
Extension Service. The residents did acknowledge, however, that community 
problems were of the type that the Extension Service had not specialized 
in nor were they ordinarily equipped to handle. 
A national study completed by Mulford et al. (1980) may suggest that 
the attitudes of many knowledgeable citizens may have changed regarding 
how Extension deals with community problems. The purpose of the study was 
to determine the impact of Extension's Community Resource Development 
(CRD) projects. The knowledgeable citizens indicated that although some 
categories of services provided by Extension are considered to be more 
helpful than others, all were viewed as being somewhat helpful. It was 
further revealed that the CRD services, when compared to the services 
provided by other tax-supported agencies, were worthy of funding. 
The literature suggests that there have been several studies 
conducted dealing with traditional Extension programs as well as those 
that focus on community problems. Such a study was completed by Holloway 
(1957) of 500 homes in the city of Baltimore, Maryland. Some of the 
primary objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine to what extent homemakers in Baltimore City 
were receiving information from the home demonstration 
agent or from club members. 
2. To determine the extent to which homemakers were using 
information received through the home demonstration program 
and, if so, what information was being used. 
3. To discover how homemakers were receiving information. 
4. To determine how homemakers preferred to receive 
information. 
One of the more significant findings was that in general, urban home 
economics Extension work does not differ substantially from that performed 
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in a rural setting. The study further revealed that 44 percent of all the 
women in the city had some contact with the programs provided by the 
Extension Service. 
Burns (1969) surveyed the 407 full-time owners and/or partner owners 
who were members of the Genesee County Cooperative Extension Agricultural 
Division. Burns found that circular letters and leaflets seemed to be the 
only consistent method valued by all clientele as a primary source of 
information. Over 66 percent of the respondents had slight to strong 
feelings that those staff members providing the leadership for 
agricultural programs should be a specialist. 
In a Missouri study. Gross (1977) surveyed 253 farm owners and 
operators. It was found that middle-aged farmers (36-55) had lower 
attitudinal scores than did the younger farmers (26-35) and the older 
farmers (56 and over). Gross indicated that one factor that could have 
attributed to these lower scores was that this particular county had 
become a part of a program planning area that was being served by 
Extension specialists instead of county and area personnel. Gross further 
attempted to find if a relationship existed between attitude scores and 
the frequency of contact with Extension. He found that the more frequent 
the contact with Extension, the higher the attitude score. 
The topic of staffing patterns has been discussed in a number of 
studies such as A People and a Spirit (1968) and later by Burns (1969) and 
Gross (1977). Interestingly, this subject has been the primary focus of 
several studies by Extension personnel. 
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Woeste (1967) argued chat "staffing methods should be reevaluated in 
light of organizational structure and decision-making behavior." The 
primary concern of Woeste was the types of decisions that were being made 
by Extension personnel. The types of decisions'Woeste felt were being 
made were programmed and nonprogrammed. Woeste defined a programmed 
decision as those that are repetitious, routine, and easily handled by a 
definite procedure. Conversely, nonprogrammed decisions are "novel, 
unstructured, and consequential." 
To support his theory, Woeste measured the job performance of six 
Indiana county agents and nine Indiana and four Kentucky area specialists. 
His results showed that county agents were making decisions about problems 
that could have been answered by other less expensive means, and the area 
specialists dealt with problems that required a higher level of 
innovât ion.• 
In a later study, Mclntyre (1970) attempted to determine the relative 
effectiveness of Extension work in an individual county system, which was 
the control group compared to a multicounty system, which was the 
experimental group. In this study, program effectiveness was measured by 
awareness, participation, adoption, and satisfaction. Mclntyre surveyed a 
2 percent random sample of the rural farm population in the two areas as 
well as a 2 percent random sample of known cooperators. The results 
showed no significant differences were found in program effectiveness 
between the clientele in the control and experimental groups. However, 
there were significant differences in the perceptions of known cooperators 
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in the two groups in relation to participation, adoption, and 
satisfaction. 
Warner et al. (1975) surveyed 753 Extension professionals in seven 
states to determine the most effective staffing pattern. The Extension 
organizations in these states represented the most common staffing 
patterns identified by Moore (1972) in an earlier study. The data 
indicated that none of the three staffing patterns was perceived to be 
significantly better than the other. 
In a follow-up study, Pittman et al. (1976) surveyed 1,800 clientel 
from three of the seven states used earlier by Warner. The findings 
suggested that although the clientele from the traditional staffing 
pattern (county/state) were more satisfied than those from the area 
staffing patterns, little difference was perceived in program 
effectiveness of the three staffing patterns studied. 
A Comparison of the Perceptions of Extension 
Personnel and Public Leaders Regarding the 
Future Direction of the Cooperative Extension Service 
Most of the studies identified in this review have tended to focus 
a single population, subject area, or particular problem. While these 
studies may have fulfilled a particular need at some point in time, they 
failed to allow the researcher to compare the responses of Extension 
personnel and the people they serve on a number of key issue areas. 
A study conducted in Pennsylvania by Kantner (1982) compared four 
distinct populations. The respondents consisted of Extension clientele, 
county executive committee members, agricultural agents, and 
administrators. A major limitation to this study was that 3,280 Extensi 
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clientele were involved, but the remaining three groups totaled less than 
100 individuals. Other studies conducted, such as the one by Hulford et 
al. (1980), did involve a diverse audience who represented the nation as a 
whole, but focused only on Community Resource Development projects. 
A recently completed national study discussed by Forest and Eriksson 
( 1983) is one of the first published studies to compare the responses of 
substantial numbers of Extension personnel and clientele on important 
issues facing CES. In all, 13,455 CES professionals and 4,228 public 
leaders from throughout the nation responded to the sane questions 
pertaining to four issue areas. The areas addressed were: program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities; roles, responsibilities, and 
resources; program delivery methods; and evaluation and accountability. 
The purpose of the "Extension in the '80s" study was to determine 
from the national perspective, what direction the Cooperative Extension 
Service should follow in the decade of the '80s in regard to the issue 
areas described above. Many of the findings from the "Extension in the 
'80s" study will be germane to this study, which is an analysis of the 
data that were collected from Iowa. Therefore, the major findings 
reported by Forest and Eriksson (1983) will be presented in the form of a 
list so comparisons can be made in the discussion chapter which follows. 
The major findings were: 
General Findings 
1. Extension staff and selected public leaders agree broadly 
on the future of CES. 
2. Issues facing CES are complicated, not one-sided 
situations. 
3. CES should strengthen the bonds between local, state, and 
federal partners. 
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4. An orientation toward the local level dominated response to 
survey issues. 
5. CES must continue to change with the changing world. 
6. Extension staff need additional training to meet changing 
demands. 
Specific Findings 
I. Program Philosophy, Mission, Goals, and Priorities 
7. CES should place first priority on agricultural 
production and marketing, second priority on 4-H youth, 
third priority on home economics, nutrition, and family 
concerns, and fourth priority on community and economic 
development and natural and environmental resources. 
8. CES should extend knowledge from the total land-grant 
university, but select important concerns within each 
program area. 
9. CES should provide more programming in urban areas. 
10. CES should not emphasize issues dealing with 
conflicting points of view. 
11. CES should emphasize programs reflecting shifting 
lifestyles, values, and attitudes. 
II. Roles, Responsibilities,, and Resources 
12. CES programs should reflect priorities determined 
primarily at the local level. 
13. Each of the three legal CES partners (local, state, and 
federal) has important roles to perform. 
14. CES should conduct applied research at the state level 
on locally perceived needs. 
15. CES should continue extending knowledge from USDA 
agencies. 
16. Cooperation can reduce duplications with other 
agencies. 
17. CES has inadequate funding given current and future 
needs. 
18. CES should charge user fees for services as well as for 
publications and meeting expenses. 
III. Program Delivery Methods 
19. CES should continue to emphasize personal contact as 
the major program delivery mode. 
20. CES should not reduce county-based staff and increase 
its programs through regional and campus-based 
specialists. 
21. CES should consider alternative staffing patterns to 
increase the multiplier effect. 
22. CES delivery methods should be matched to information 
and clientele. 
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23. CES should utilize mass media, especially in urban 
areas. 
24. CES should utilize electronic media more. 
25. CES should develop and implement TV programs 
coordinated at the state, but not the national level. 
26. CES should continue the use of traditional delivery 
methods. 
27. CES programs should include both in-depth education and 
technology transfer. 
IV. Evaluation and Accountability 
28. CES must inform all its publics more on program impact 
and budget management. 
29. CES should conduct more formal evaluation of its 
programs. 
30. CES should develop a coordinated evaluation system. 
31. CES evaluations should include subjective as well as 
numerical results. 
32. CES evaluations need a simplified, less time-consuming 
methodology. 
Sumnary of Review of Literature 
The literature suggests that the need for evaluations and 
accountability of the Cooperative Extension Service began early in the 
agency's existence (Charters, 1933; Ramsower, 1934). This concern is 
still evident as the CES enters its seventy-first year of service 
(Andrews, 1983). 
Many studies have been conducted at the county, state, and national 
level to provide information upon which Extension could make decisions for 
the future. However, most studies dealt with very specific problem areas 
or were limited in the populations studied. 
Recently, a national study, known as "Extension in the '80s," sought 
input from all Extension professionals in the nation in addition to 
recognized public leaders in every state. This study produced many 
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significant findings regarding four major issue areas of concern, not only 
to Extension but to the clientele they serve. 
As yet, no study has been conducted in Iowa of the scope found in trie 
"Extension in the '80s" survey. Such a study would provide much needed 
information upon which short- and long-range decisions could be made 
regarding the direction the Cooperative Extension Service should follow 
during the present decade. 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter presents the methods and procedures that were followed 
in conducting this study. The procedures are divided into five 
categories: (I) research design, (2) population investigated, (3) 
instrumentation, (4) collection of data, and (5) statistical analysis. 
Research Design 
This study was conducted using the descriptive survey method. The 
primary purpose of descriptive survey research is twofold. First, the 
researcher observes with close scrutiny the population that exists within 
predetermined parameters. Secondly, an accurate record is made of what 
was observed. Once these two steps have been completed, the researcher 
can thoroughly examine the record in an attempt to discover the meaning of 
what was observed (Leedy, 1974). 
Population Investigated 
The target population of this study consisted of all professional 
staff members employed by the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service in 1982. 
In all, a total of 498 Extension personnel were involved. 
In addition, a sample of "public leaders" was selected for this 
study. These individuals were identified and asked to participate by the 
Director of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service and the "Extension in 
the '80s" committee. The public leaders were strategically chosen to 
represent all clientele and non-clientele groups. This selection process 
was intended to include only those persons who were interested in and 
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knowledgeable of Extension, yet able to remain objective in their 
responses. A total of 716 public leaders were asked to respond. 
Instrumentation 
In order to obtain the data for this study, permission was obtained 
from the Director of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service to utilize 
data collected in April and May of 1982. The data gathered in Iowa were 
part of the national "Extension in the '80s" survey, which was jointly 
commissioned by the National Association of State Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC) and the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA). 
The responsibility of developing an instrument was delegated to a 
staff/design team appointed by the President of the NASULGC and the 
Secretary of Agriculture with final approval rights reserved by the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB). The team consisted of Gale L. Van de 
Berg, Director, Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Service; Daniel D. 
Godfrey, Associate Dean, North Carolina A & T State University; Norman C. 
Mindrum, President, National 4-H Council; C. Brice Ratchford, Professor, 
University of Missouri-Columbia; Dale Stansbury, the National Association 
of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges; John G. Stoval1, Joint 
Council/User Advisory Board, USDA; and W. Fred Woods, Assistant Deputy 
Administrator, Agriculture, E.S.-USDA. After several revisions by the 
staff/design team, the instrument was mailed to 16 Wisconsin Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel for a pilot test. All 16 of the 
questionnaires were returned with no apparent misinterpretation of the 
items. 
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Although the "Extension in the '80s" survey was a national study, 
each state Cooperative Extension Service was asked to assist by collecting 
their respective data. Each state formed a committee to fulfill this 
responsibility. The committee for Iowa consisted of Robert L. Crom, Dean, 
University Extension, and Director, Cooperative Extension Service; Ronald 
C. Powers, Associate Dean and State Leader, Resource Uevelopoment/Public 
Affairs Programs; Vivan M. Jennings, Associate Dean and State Leader, 
Agriculture and Natural Resource Programs; Elizabeth A. Elliott, Associate 
Dean and State Leader, Home Economics Programs; and Gerald E. Parsons, 
State Leader, 4-H and Youth Programs. In return for their assistance, 
provisions were made for the completed instruments to be returned to each 
state once they were analyzed by the national committee. The individual 
states were then free to utilize the data in any way they deemed 
appropriate. 
The closed-form instrument (Appendices E and F) was divided into two 
sections. The statements in Section I sought to collect pertinent 
demographic data needed to test the hypotheses. Section II of the 
instrument consisted of 45 questions designed to determine the perceptions 
of the respondents toward the future direction of the ICES. Questions 1-5 
listed five Extension program areas which the respondents were asked to 
rank on a scale of "1" to "5," where "1" was considered most important and 
"5" was least important. The five program areas were: agricultural 
production and marketing; 4-H youth; home economics, nutrition, and family 
concerns; community and economic development; and natural and 
environmental resources. 
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Questions 6-45, which pertained to the four issue areas, were 
assigned a six-point Likert type scale with numerical values assigned for 
all possible responses as follows: "l"=much more; "2"=more; "3"=some; 
"4"=a little less; "5"=much less; and "6"=no opinion. Specific 
instructions and explanations were attached to the instrument for each 
rating scale mentioned to assist the respondents in understanding the 
correct procedure for completion of the questionnaire. 
The utilization of a pre-existing data base necessitated the use of a 
post hoc test for reliability. The procedure was used on Questions 6 
through 45 and a coefficient of .77 was obtained. To further insure 
reliability, the procedure was completed separately on the responses of 
the Extension personnel and public leaders. In these instances, the 
coefficients were .75 and .79, respectively. Consequently, this 
instrument, with a standardized item alpha coefficient above .70 on all 
scales of measurement, was judged to be sufficiently reliable (Nunnally, 
1975). 
Additional tests for reliability were conducted on the instrument 
with the questions grouped into the four issue areas. The results of 
those tests were as follows: Questions 6-15, program philosophy, mission 
goals, and priorities—Extension personnel .58, public leaders .61, 
combined samples .58; Questions 16-25, roles, responsibilities, and 
resources—Extension personnel .54, public leaders .57, combined samples 
.55; Questions 26-37, program delivery methods—Extension personnel .52, 
public leaders .54, combined samples .52; Questions 38-45, evaluation and 
accountability—Extension personnel .74, public leaders .76, combined 
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samples .75. It is suggested that the reader use caution in making 
judgments on the data where the reliability coefficients were below the 
.70 level. 
Collection of Data 
To insure anonymity for the respondents, the survey instrument was 
not coded since follow-up procedures were not utilized. The mailing took 
place on April 20, 1982. In addition to the instrument, a cover letter 
(see Appendices A and B) signed by the Director of the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service explaining the purpose of the research and soliciting 
participation was sent to each potential respondent. A total of 687 
instruments were returned, representing 56.59 percent of the total. The 
response rate for the public leaders was 35.47 percent and 86.95 percent 
for Extension personnel. 
Statistical Analysis 
Each of the computerized answer forms was examined to detect and 
correct potential errors. The forms were electronically scanned in the 
Testing and Evaluating Office of Iowa State University and transferred to 
the University's mainframe computer. All data were analyzed using the 
SPSSx (SPSSx: User's Guide, 1983) with an alpha level of .05 set as the 
critical standard for rejecting the hypotheses. 
The following statistical procedures were used to analyze the data: 
1. The SPSSx program FREQUENCIES program was used to compute 
frequency counts, means, and standard deviations. These analyses 
were also used to identify and locate miscoded data. 
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One-way analysis of variance was used to determine whether 
significant differences were present among respondents' 
perceptions of the future direction of the ICES. SPSSx 
subprogram ONEWAY was used to compute these analyzes. Scheffe' a 
posteriori contrasts were used in these analyses at the 0.05 
level of significance. 
The Cronbach Alpha procedure was used to test the reliability of 
the instrument. 
SPSSx program T-TEST was performed to compute the t-values and 




The purpose of this chapter is to present information pertaining to 
the collected data and report the findings of this study. Since this was 
a descriptive study, a general description of the participants is 
presented first, according to selected demographic characteristics. 
Secondly, for clarification, findings are presented according to the 
specific research questions investigated. 
Demographic Data 
The primary intent of a descriptive study is to describe existing 
conditions and draw inferences for conclusions and recommendations. The 
two populations involved in this study were: all of the professional 
staff members employed by the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service and a 
sample of "public leaders" who were knowledgeable of Extension. As 
obvious differences existed between the two groups, there was some 
variation in the type of data collected. 
Extension Personnel 
Length of service 
Participants were asked to indicate their length of service on a 
categorized scale. The data from these responses are shown in Figure 1. 
The largest group, which consisted of 208 individuals, indicated they had 
been employed by Extension for 10 years or more. This group accounted for 
over 48 percent of the total who responded. Figure 1 also illustrates 
that 137 (31.64 percent) personnel had served 3 to S years and 73 (16.86 
percent) had been employed under 3 years. Fifteen (3.46 percent) 
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OVER 10 YRS (48.04%) 
MISSING CASES (3.46%) 
UNDER 3 YRS (16.86%) 
Figure 1. Distribution of Extension personnel by length of service (N - 433) 
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respondents chose not to indicate their length of service and are 
identified as missing cases. 
Population of county 
The distribution of Extension personnel based on the population of 
their county is shown in Figure 2. In this instance, only those 
individuals serving at the county level were asked to respond. 
Of the 212 county personnel who indicated the size of their county, 
185 (79.40 percent) worked in counties having less than 100,000 people. 
In the 100,000 to 200,000 category, there were 20 (8.58 percent) 
individuals and 12 (5.15 percent) in counties having populations between 
200,000 and 400,000 people. Only 4 (1.72 percent) living in counties of 
over 400,000 people so indicated. There were 12 (5.5 percent) county 
personnel who chose not to respond and they are identified as missing. 
County position 
The primary subject area of Extension responsibility was divided into 
five categories and is given in Figure 3. For the 233 who responded, 108 
(46.35 percent) selected agriculture or agribusiness, 71 (19.74 percent) 
home economics, J46 (30.47 percent) 4-H and youth, 2 (0.86 percent) 
community resource development, and 6 (2.58 percent) as all other types. 
State or area position 
The categorization of Extension personnel having an area or state 
assignment was identical to those at the county level and is illustrated 
in Figure 4. Once again, the largest group was agriculture or 
agribusiness with 102 (51 percent) individuals. The remaining groups were 
< 100 100-200 200-400 > 400 MISSING 
1.000 PEOPLE 
Figure 2. Distribution of Extension personnel by population of county (N = 233) 
AG OR AGBUS (46.35%) 
CRD (0.86%) 
ALL OTHER (2.58%) 
4-H YOUTH (30.47%) A 
HOME EC (19.74%) 
Figure 3. Distribution of Extension personnel by county position (N = 233) 
AG OR AGBUS (51%) 
ALL OTHER (16.50%) 
W 
4-H YOUTH (5.50%) 
CRD (12%) 
HOME EC (15%) 
Figure 4. Distribution of Extension personnel by state or area position (N = 200) 
4-H and youth, 11 (5.50 percent); home economics, 30 (15 percent); 
community resource development, 24 (12 percent); and finally, all other 
types, 33 (16.50 percent). 
Public Leaders 
Position 
All of the 254 public leaders who participated in this study were 
asked to indicate their respective positions in the community (see Figure 
5). There was a total of eight different categories from which the public 
leaders could choose. As this instrument was developed for a national 
study, some of the categories did not lend themselves to analysis in 
individual states. Therefore, it was necessary to combine some groups so 
the data could be analyzed and graphically illustrated. This was 
partially accomplished by grouping the 5 (1.65 percent) public leaders who 
were categorized as a dean or administrator of a college, school, or 
experiment station with the I (0.33 percent) president of an 1862 or 1890 
institution. It was also necessary to group the 13 (5.13 percent) state 
agency administrators with the 5 (1.98 percent) federal agency 
administrators. Of the public leaders who remained, 73 (28.85 percent) 
were categorized as an organizational president, secretary, or executive, 
5 (1.98 percent) were public media representatives, 78 (30.83 percent) 
served on a county Extension committee, council or board, and 60 (23.72 
percent) are identified as other local. The remaining 14 (5.53 percent) 
public leaders did not indicate their position and are listed as missing. 
ORG LEAD (28.85%) 
COU EXT COMM (30.83%) 
W ON 
PUB MEDIA (1.98%) 
DEAN/PRES (1.98%) 
MISSING (5.53%) 
FED/STATE AG (7.11%) 
OTHER LOCAL (23.72%) 
Figure 5. Distribution of public leaders by position (N = 254) 
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Type of organization 
The only public leaders asked to indicate their type of organization 
were those who identified their position as being an organizational 
president, secretary, or executive. In all, 94 public leaders responded, 
and their distribution is shown in Figure 5. Of this number, 14 (14.89 
percent) indicated their type of organization as civil or service, 31 
(32.98 percent) as business, trade, or professional, 23 (24.47 percent) 
selected farm, 16 (17.02 percent) youth or family, 7 (7.45 percent) 
political, and 3 (3.19 percent) conservation or environmental. 
Population of county 
The population of county categories for public leaders was the same 
as for the Extension personnel. The respondents were limited to public 
media representatives, county Extension committee, council, or board 
member, and all other locals. This grouping, shown in Figure 7, shows 
that 130 (88.44 percent) of the leaders were from counties with less than 
100,000 people. There were 10 (6.80 percent) public leaders from counties 
with a population of 100,000 to 200,000 people, 6 (4.08 percent) from 
counties of 200,000 to 400,000, and only 1 (0.68 percent) from a county 
having over 400,000 people. 
Years service on council or board 
The category describing years service on a county council or board 
was divided into three groups and is presented in Figure 8. There were 26 
(33.77 percent) leaders who had served under 3 years. The largest group, 
which was the 3 to 9 years of service, consisted of 50 (64.93 percent) 
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Figure 6. Distribution of public leaders by type of organization (N = 94) 
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Figure 7. Distribution of public leaders by population of county (N = 147) 
< 3 YRS (33.77%) 
Figure 8. Distribution of public leaders by years of service on council or board (N = 77) 
public leaders. Only 1 (1.30 percent) leader had given more than 10 years 
of service to the council or board. 
Familiarity with Extension 
The final demographic characteristic pertained to how familiar the 
public leaders were with Cooperative Extension Service. All public 
leaders were asked to respond to this question (see Figure 9). This group 
consisted of 142 (55.91 percent) leaders who were very familiar, 76 (29.92 
percent) as somewhat familiar, and only 3 (1.18 percent) who felt they 
were not familiar at all. The 33 (12.99 percent) leaders who did not 
indicate their familiarity are reported as missing. 
Findings Relevant to Hypotheses 
The findings presented in this section are a result of statistical 
tests performed on the data in regard to the three hypotheses presented in 
the first chapter. The testing of Hypotheses 1 and 2 was accomplished 
using a one-way analysis of variance to determine if significant 
differences existed. Scheffe' a posteriori contrasts were used at the 0.05 
level of significance to determine where the differences were located. 
For Hypothesis 3, T-tests were used to determine if significant 
differences existed between the two responding groups in regard to the 40 
questions on the instrument. The 0.05 level of significance was also used 
in these tests. 
To aid the reader in understanding the findings presented in this 
study, the numerical value assigned to each point of the Likert type scale 
used on this instrument was reversed. Therefore, throughout this chapter. 
! 
VERY FAM (55.91%) 
ro 
_ NOT FAM (1.18%) 
HISSING (12.90%) 
SOMEWHAT FAM (29.92%) 
Figure 9. Distribution of public leaders by familiarity with Extension (N = 254) 
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as well as in the discussion chapter, the possible responses will be 
valued as follows: "5"=much more; "4"=more; "3"=some; "2"=a little less; 
and "l"=much less. In addition, the no opinion response which was 
assigned a value of 6 on the scale was not used in the computation of the 
means. 
Findings Relevant to Hypothesis 1 
Hypothesis 1 stated that there are no significant differences in the 
perceptions of Extension personnel toward the future direction of the 
Cooperative Extension Service when grouped by selected demographic 
variables. The demographic variables considered were: length of service; 
population of county; county position; and state or area position. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel by length of service 
The means of the responses of the Extension personnel based on their 
length of service are presented in Tables 1 through 4. In all, a total of 
eight significant differences were identified. 
In Table 1, three questions dealt with the extent to which Extension 
should emphasize programs in urban areas. In all cases, the reported 
means were above 3. However, on Item 8, highly significant differences 
were shown between Extension personnel having under 3 years of service and 
the groups having 3 to 9 and more than 10 years of service. 
Also in Table 1, there was a significant difference in the means of 
the group with under 3 years and those with 10 years or more regarding 
Item 10. It should be noted, however, that the means of all three groups 
were less than 3 in regard to this question. 
Table 1. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program philosophy, 
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*Significant, p <.05. 
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The questions in Table 2 focused on the level of need which should 
have the highest priority with Extension. In general, the respondents 
ranked local needs highest, followed by the state and federal. There 
were, however, highly significant differences reported between personnel 
having served 3 to 9 years and those having 10 years or more service on 
Questions 2 and 10. 
When asked to what extent Extension should develop and implement 
nationally coordinated TV and other mass media programs at the expense of 
the more traditional face-to-face delivery approach, the means were 
understandingly low (see Table 3). Yet, the analysis of variance test 
indicated that there was a significant difference between two groups. The 
Scheffe procedure failed to identify where the difference was, so it is 
assumed it existed between the groups with the highest and lowest mean. 
Based on this assumption, the two groups involved were those having under 
3 years and those with 10 years or more of service. 
Question 7 in Table 3 also dealt with program delivery methods. A 
highly significant difference was indicated between those having under 3 
years and those with 10 years or more when asked if state specialists 
should devote their time to articles for magazines and the daily and 
weekly press. 
The mean scores of the respondents in regard to eight questions 
dealing with evaluation and accountability are presented in Table 4. 
Surprisingly, no significant differences were identified between groups in 
response to any of the questions. However, one fact is worthy of note. 
The data do show that Extension personnel having under 3 years of service 
Table 2. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward roles, responsibilities, 







or more F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs 







. 68  ,144 .866 
reflect priorities, planning, and 
coordination at the university 
and state levels? 
70 135 206 6.2044** .002 
.78 .91 . 8 1  
reflect national priorities identified 





2 . 6 2  
.83 1.455 .235 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative 
efforts with other state and 
federal agencies? 
provide feedback to researchers 




















1 . 8 1 2  
,265 
.165 
conduct applied research on local 
problems as opposed to demonstrat­
ing research findings? 
2 . 8 1 2  .061 
**Highly significant, p<.01. 







or more F-prob. 
rely on user fees for services like 
soil testing to assist In support? 
rely on user fees for other things 
























To what extent should the federal 
Extension office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages 
and channeling Information from 
other USDA agencies to the states? 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass 
media education and information 
programs with the public as 
opposed to relying on states to 












Table 3. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program delivery 







or more F-prob, 
To what extent should CES : 
conduct programs using personal 
contact such as face-to-face 
consultations at county 
community levels with groups 
and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and 
increase its programs through 
regional and campus-based 
specialists? 
use electronic media such as 
computer, dial-a-tape, cable 
TV, and interactive tele­
phone with increased funding 
provided? 
develop and implement nationally 
coordinated TV and other mass 
media Extension programs at the 







1 .86  
1.14 
3.85 
. 82  
2.44 
1 . 2 2  
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2 . 1 0  




. 118  
.496 
3.695* 
. 610  
.026 
*Slgnificant, p <.05. 
Table 3. Continued 
Under 
Question No. 3 years 
reduce the use of traditional methods 
such as demonstrations, bulletins, g 
and/or newsletters in favor of 5 71 — 
newer technologies? 
emphasize "in-depth educational 
programs" and deemphasize tech- ^ gg 
nology transfer or information 6 70 
giving? 
state specialists devote their time ^ 
to articles for magazines and the 7 69 
daily and weekly press? .88 
develop and implement statewide g 3.58 
coordinated TV extension programs? .76 
use mass media programming to g yg 3.74 
deliver programs in urban centers? .67 
substitute paraprofessional help for 2.91 
professionals in selected programs? 1.03 
train and involve community or 3 77 
volunteer leaders in Extension 11 70 
programs? 
.84 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 
3-9 10 years 
years or more F F-prob, 
132 196 .550 .578 
126 200 2.822 .061 
129 203 7.899** .000 
135 204 .847 .430 
130 202 .414 .661 
130 201 1.243 .290 
135 204 2.194 .113 
Table 3. Continued 
Under 3-9 10 years 
Question No. 3 years years or more F F-prob. 
devote resources to helping 
organizations plan their 
programs and include 
Extension education materials 
in them? 





.91 3.623* .028 
*Significant, p<.05. 
Table 4. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward evaluation and 
accountability by length of service (scale = 1-5) 
Under 3-9 10 years 
Question No. 3 years years or more F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES : 
measure impact of its programs on . 3.60* 3.60 3.71 
people served? ^ ' .90 ^ .86 .83 
report to and consult with leaders 
of the major organizations of the _ t 7n "ï 7A 
county and state about its 2 70 ' 1 3 4  ' q q  2 0 6  . 4 0 5  . 6 6 8  
programs? 
inform governors and state 
legislators on ben 
budget management? 
q QQ Q7 A ns 
efits and 3 73 —134 —205 —'-jj .915 .401 
inform the U.S. Congress and the _ 
TT n , , , __ 3.93 , 4.04 n n / -  4.0/ U.S. executive branch on prog 
impact and budget management? 
ram 4 73 135 —'-Jq 206 —.912 .402 
inform county government and 
committees on program 
and budget management? 
impact 5 73 135 ^ 2 0 5  ^ . 9 2 7  . 3 9 7  
'«A-









inform the general public on 
program benefits and budget 
management? 
73 ^ -4^ 135 205 1.953 
.76 .84 ,74 ,143 
establish a state and nationally 
coordinated evaluation and 
accountability system? 
69 127 1.08 1 . 2 8  200 1.828 , 1 6 2  
emphasize programs which will 
produce easily measured changes 
and results as opposed to more 
subjective results? 
8 69 127 -Wi 196 .958 .385 1.00 1 . 1 2  1.03 
had a tendency to feel more strongly about informing county government and 
the general public about Extension programs than did the other two groups. 
Conversely, the 3 to 9 years and 10 years or more groups rated the need to 
inform state and national political leaders about Extension higher than 
did those individuals having under 3 years service. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel by population of county 
The distribution of Extension personnel by population of the county, 
as shown in Figure 2, was initially divided into four groups. However, 
because three groups consisted of less than 20 respondents. Extension 
personnel in counties having populations from 100,000 to 200,000 persons, 
200,000 to 400,000 persons, and 400,000 persons or more were collapsed 
into one group prior to the analysis. Their combined mean scores will be 
compared to those Extension personnel working in counties with populations 
under 100,000 persons. As there is considerable variation in the number 
of respondents in the two remaining groups, caution should be used when 
interpreting the data pertaining to this demographic variable. 
In Table 5, data are presented pertaining to Extension program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities. Although the analysis of 
variance indicates significant differences occurred on several questions, 
the respondents generally agreed on the direction Extension should follow. 
In regard to extending research results and information to farm and rural 
residents, the means were 3.56 for the smaller counties and 3.18 for the 
more populated counties. Both groups felt stronger about extending 
research and information to people in urban areas, as shown in Question 7. 
In both cases, the responses were significantly different. On a related 
Table 5. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
extending research results and information in 
addition to agriculture, natural resources, ^ 55^ 3 ig 
and home économies to farm and other rural 6 180 —^757- 34 , ' „ 4.641* .032 jj ^ o .94 1.03 
residents? 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 3.71 4.11 
resources, and home economics to people 7 184 —-g-r 35 —5.827* .017 
in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas but _ .3 . 5 8  3 . 9 4  009* nA7 
serve both rural and urban people? " 1.02 .92 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies such _ .2 . 9 5  2 . 3 4  oqq** nno 
as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? ^ ' .98 1.00 ' ^ 
extending knowledge from various state 2.37 2 39 
agencies such as agriculture, transportation, 10 179 31 Y~q^ .004 .949 
health, and business and development? 
extending knowledge from the total land- 3.73 3.56 
grant university? 11 180 gg 36 .841 .360 
*Significant, p<.05. 
**Highlv significant, p-i,01. 
Table 5. Continued 
Under Over 
Question No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob, 
programs dealing with local public Issues which .^ 2.92 -o 3.09 oco 
may involve conflicting points of view? .94 1.04 
programs dealing with national and/or state 
identified public issues wh 
conflicting points of view? 
programs reflecting shifting life styles, „ , 
values, and atti^—'— r—M mo 
and individuals? 
ich may involve 13 182 ^ 3 4  ^  .221 .639 
O CO 
tudes of society, families, 14 182 36 .302 .583 
4-H activities in urban areas? 15 184 ^ 3 5  . 0 2 5  . 8 7 5  
question which asked about emphasizing 4-H activities in urban areas, the 
responses were not significantly different, but the mean scores for the 
smaller counties were slightly higher than the mean for the larger 
counties. 
When asked about extending knowledge from other agencies such as 
Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc., neither group tended to show strong support for 
this idea. The respondents from smaller counties felt that some effort 
should be made in this area, but those from larger counties leaned toward 
doing a little less. The difference in their responses was shown to be 
highly significant. 
In response to the issue of roles, responsibilities, and resources 
shown in Table 6, very little variation was detected. Both groups rated 
the need to respond to locally perceived needs much higher than needs 
identified at either the university, state, or federal level. The only 
significant difference occurring between the two groups was in regard to 
the extent Extension programs should respond to locally perceived needs. 
Although those from small counties rated it higher, both groups felt more 
or much more effort should be made in this area. 
Table 7 includes the findings relevant to future program delivery 
methods. The data indicate that both groups are generally in favor of 
utilizing new delivery methods such as computer, dial-a-tape, and cable 
TV, but not at the expense of the more traditional face-to-face approach. 
A highly significant difference was reported on Question 2, which 
suggested reducing county-based staff while increasing programs at the 
area or university level. Those from smaller counties tended to feel that 
Table 6. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs and problems? 1 184 36 ^ 5 . 4 3 6 *  . 0 2 1  4.39* 4.11 
reflect priorities, planning, and coordination „ ,po 3.07 «c 3.06 qcc 
at the university and state levels? .82 .76 
reflect national priorities identified at 2.57 2.43 «en ni 
the federal level? 3 .79 .78 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts , .q, 2.90 2.97 . r  
with other state and federal agencies? 1.04 1.10 
provide feedback to researchers on locally ^ 4.10 3.89 o o// i-îa 
perceived needs? ^ .76 .83 
conduct applied research on local problems 
.. 3.08 3.19 
as opposed to demonstrating research 6 170 —32 .344 .558 
findings? 
rely on user fees for services like soil _ 3.38 », 3.50 cyy 
testing to assist in support? 1.00 1.19 
*Significant, p ^ .05. 
Table 6. (Continued) 
Question 
Under Over 
No. 100,000 100,000 F-prob. 
rely on user fees for other things like 





2 . 8 2  
1.09 • 066 .798 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling information from other USDA 
agencies to the states? 
167 35 
.91 1 .06  .040 .841 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs with 
the public as opposed to relying on 
states to conduct these programs? 
2.74 2.97 
10 176 35-^ 1.014 .315 
Table 7. Analysis of variance of perceptions of 
by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Question 
To what extent should CES ; 
conduct programs using personal contact such 
as face-to-face consultations at county and 
community levels with groups and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 
programs through regional and campus-based 
specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, dial-a-
tape, cable TV, and interactive telephone with 
increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated TV 
and other mass media Extension programs at the 
expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such as 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or newsletters 
in favor of newer technologies? 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 
Extension personnel toward program delivery methods 
Under Over 
No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob. 
1 185 36 3.362 .068 
2 179 36 16.857** .000 
3 182 -5^ 36 .419 .518 
4 174 35 1.419 .235 
5 179 36 .296 .587 
Table 7. Continued 
Under Over 
Question No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob. 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" 2.78 3.17 
and deemphasize technology transfer or 6 175 . g. 35 ~~JK 4.781* .030 
Information giving? 
state specialists devote their time to 2.66 2 75 
articles for magazines and the daily 7 179 —ôy 36 .'., .273 .602 
and weekly press? 
develop and implement statewide coordinated „ 3.40 3.47 , 
TV extension programs? ® 1708 "1*0 .690 
use mass media programming to deliver programs „ ^.59 ^^3.72 ^ 
in urban centers? ^ "775 "788 
substitute paraprofessional help for pro- 2.80 2.88 
fessionals in selected programs? ' 1.05 1.20 ^ 
train and involve community or volunteer 3.52 3.67 
leaders in Extension programs? 11 185 —gy 36 —.800 .374 
devote resources to helping organizations 3.43 3 14 
plan their programs and incl 
education materials in them? 
ude Extension 12 183 —^ 35 —gy 2.415 .122 
^Significant, p<.05. 
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much less should be done in this area and participants in larger counties 
felt Extension should do it only a little less. 
The data in Table 8 clearly show that regardless of the size of the 
county. Extension personnel are in agreement regarding the issue of 
evaluation and accountability. Both groups felt more should be done to 
inform legislative bodies at the local, state, and national level as well 
as the general public on program impact and budget management. Although 
the differences in the responses were slight, it should be noted that the 
means of the Extension personnel in the larger counties were higher for 
each of the four questions regarding informing others about Extension. 
The only significant difference reported on the issue of evaluation 
and accountability was found in Question 7, which concerned establishing a 
state and nationally coordinated evaluation and accountability system. 
Smaller counties indicated that only some effort should be extended in 
this regard, while larger counties felt some or more effort should be 
made. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel by county position 
The responses of county Extension personnel toward the four issue 
areas are shown in Tables 9 through 12. Once again, it was necessary to 
change the original distribution categories. The Community Resource 
Development and all other type groups totaled only 7 individuals, so their 
responses were not analyzed. The three groups that will be considered are 
agriculture, 4-H and youth, and home economics. 
Mean scores dealing with program philosophy, mission, goals, and 
priorities are shown in Table 9. The data indicate that, in general. 
Table 8. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward evaluation and 
accountability by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 100,000 100,000 F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES : 
measure Impact of Its programs on people served? 1 183 36 ^ . 2 2 9  . 6 3 3  
report to and consult with leaders of the major 3 66 3 64 
organizations of the county and state about 2 183 'g^ 36 .022 .882 
Its programs? 
Inform governors and state legislators on , 3.96 ^5 4.03 237 52? 
benefits and budget management? .72 .86 
iform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. executive ^ 4.03 4.06 
branch on program impact and budget management? .75 .75 
iform county government and committees on ^ ^g^ 4.03 4.08 
program impact and budget management? .74 .69 
iform the general public on program benefits , 4.05 , 4.06 
and budget management? .77 .79 
stabllsh a state and nationally coordinated 3.03 3.50 
evaluation and accountability system? 1.04 1.11 
WSD' 
*Signlficant, p<.05. 
Table 8. Continued 
Question No. 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 F-prob. 
emphasize programs which will produce easily 
measured changes and results as opposed to 
more subjective results? 
8 176 35 ^^49 
1.13 .98 .086 .770 
Table 9. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program philosophy, 








To what extent should the CES 
emphasize : 
extending research results and 
information in addition to 
agriculture, natural resources, 
and home economics to farm and 
other rural residents? 




1 . 0 0  2.318 . 1 0 1  
extending research results and 
information from colleges of 
agriculture, natural resources, 
and home economics to people 
in urban areas? 
105 46 71 1.05 .80 .74 11.062** .000 
a limited number of subject matter 
areas but serve both rural and 
urban people? 
extending knowledge from USDA 


















2 . 6 8  
1 .06  
5.008** .008 
7.204** .001 
**Highly significant, p< .01. 







economics F F-prob. 
extending knowledge from various 
state agencies such as agri­
culture, transportation, health, 
and business and development? 




1.04 .400 .671 
extending knowledge from the total 






1.13 .064 .938 
programs dealing with local public 
issues which may involve con­
flicting points of view? 





1.01 .705 .495 
programs dealing with national 
and/or state Identified public 
issues which may involve 
conflicting points of view? 





.98 .208 .813 
programs reflecting shifting life 
styles, values, and attitudes of 
society, families, and 
individuals? 




.92 17.785** .000 




.90 4.241* .016 
^Significant, p <.05. 
Extension personnel at the county level support the idea of extending 
research and information to farm and rural residents as well as into the 
urban areas. They also favor extending knowledge from colleges other than 
the traditional colleges such as agriculture and home economics. However, 
the extent of the support appears to be influenced somewhat by the type of 
position they possess. For example, agricultural personnel tend to feel 
more strongly about extending research results and information to farm and 
other rural residents than do home economists. These differences, though, 
are not significant at the 0.05 level. Highly significant differences do 
occur, however, in regard to serving people in urban areas. Personnel 
serving in 4-H and youth and home economist positions tended to believe 
that more effort is needed in urban areas, while agriculturalists indicate 
that only some effort is necessary. Somewhat surprisingly, home 
economists feel almost as strongly about increasing 4-H activities into 
urban areas as do those in 4-H and youth positions. Agriculturalists 
support this idea to a lesser extent. The analysis of variance indicated 
there was a significant difference between two groups, but the Scheffe' 
procedure failed to specify where the difference occurred. It is assumed, 
therefore, that this difference was between the agriculture and 4-H and 
youth positions, which had the lowest and highest means, respectively. 
Another highly significant difference is indicated between 
agricultural positions and home economists and 4-H and youth positions 
regarding extending knowledge from other USDA agencies such as Forestry, 
ASCS, and SCS. Agriculturalists feel that some or more effort is needed 
68 
in this regard, but the other two groups favor a little less or some 
support. 
The final question in this issue area that produced significant 
differences was Number 14. This question asked to what extent Extension 
should emphasize programs reflecting shifting life styles, values, and 
attitudes of society, families, and individuals. Agriculturalists 
indicated that only some emphasis was needed, while 4-H and youth agents 
and home economists tended to believe more emphasis was necessary. 
The responses to questions pertaining to future roles, 
responsibilities, and resources, which are shown in Table 10, indicate 
that few differences occur between the three groups. As might be 
expected, county personnel strongly support the idea of responding to 
local needs and problems, while somewhat less support is given to 
addressing priorities identified at the university, state, and federal 
level. 
The issue of future resources of Extension programs is addressed by 
Questions 7 and 8. Responses to these questions indicate that county 
personnel, regardless of position, believe that some or more Extension 
programs should rely on user fees for services such as soil testing. 
However, when asked about user fees for other things like publications or 
to help cover the cost of holding meetings, all three groups indicated 
that some or a little less reliance should be made. 
Responses of county personnel toward future program delivery methods 
are presented in Table 11. The data indicate that all county personnel 
are receptive to utilizing a variety of mass media delivery methods 
Table 10. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by county position (scale = 1-5) 
Agrl- 4-H Home 
Question No. culture youth economics F F—prob. 
To what extent should the CES 
programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs . 4.36^ ,, 4.39 4.31 », c 
and problems? ^ .65 .71 .65 
reflect priorities, planning, and „ o art on/ 
coordination at " ' 
and state level? 
the university 2 106 —46 —69 —1.204 .302 
^ io6^ 70 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative » o nn ? in  
efforts with other state and 4 106 . 44 . '^p 69 , 2.526 .082 
federal agencies? 
provide feedback to researchers on ^ 4.19 , ^ 3.84 4.10 ^ mi-
locally perceived needs? ^ T95 "TTS "O** 
conduct applied research on local „ „ jo q nq 
problems as opposed to demonstrat- 6 101 . 40 —65 .  ' , ,  .095 .909 
ing research findings? 
*Signifleant, p <..05. 








rely on user fees for services like 
soil testing to assist in support? 
rely on user fees for other things 
























To what extent should the federal 
Extension office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building link­
ages and channeling information 
from other USDA agencies to the 
states? 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass 
media education and information 
programs with the public as 
opposed to relying on states to 






















**Highly significant, p <.01. 
Table 11. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program delivery 








To what extent should CES : 
conduct programs using personal 
contact such as face-to-face 
consultations at county and 
community levels with groups 
and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and 
increase its programs through 
regional and campus-based 
specialists? 
use electronic media such as 
computer dial-a-tape, cable 
TV, and interactive telephone 
with Increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally 
coordinated TV and other mass 
media Extension programs at 











. 82  
2 . 1 2  











2 . 2 0  




















*Signifleant, p <.05. 
Table 11. Continued 
Agri-
Question No. culture 
reduce the use of traditional 
methods such as demonstrations, ^ 
bulletins, and/or newsletters 5 105 — 
in favor of newer technologies? 
emphasize "in-depth educational 
programs" and deemphasize ^ gg 
technology transfer or informa- 6 103 
tion giving? 
state specialists devote their time 




1 .00  
2.75 
to articles for magazines and the 7 102 
daily and weekly press? 
develop and implement statewide g 3.39 
coordinated TV programs? .88 
use mass media programming to „ 3.60 
deliver programs in urban centers? .78 
2 92 ssionals in selected 10 101 
train and involve community or ^ 
volunteer leaders in Extension 11 106 
.90 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 
4-H Home 
youth economics F F-prob. 
9 S6 9 01 
41-^^ 68 -f— 1.902 .152 
.90 1.02 
45 71 4.510* .012 
44 70 .884 .415 
" M '0 îtTÎ -657 -520 
46 71 9.848** .000 
Table 11. Continued 
Agri- 4-H Home 
Question No. culture youth economics F F-prob. 
devote resources to helping 
organizations plan their „ 
programs and include Extension 12 107 —46 —69 .  ' .  „  1.000 .369 
education materials in them? 
providing that the more traditional approaches are not sacrificed. They 
also agree that these new methods could be used more in delivering 
programs to urban areas. 
There was some disagreement, however, regarding the extent to which 
Extension should train and involve community or volunteer leaders in 
Extension programs. Agriculturalists and home economists tended to 
believe that some training and involvement was necessary, while 4-H and 
youth agents felt that more effort was needed in this regard. The 
difference was significant at the 0.01 level. 
Another significant difference occurred on Question 2, which asked 
the extent to which Extension should reduce county-based staff while 
increasing its programs through regional and campus-based specialists. 
While no group supported this concept, the mean of the agriculturalists 
was significantly different from the mean of the home economists. 
The mean scores of all county personnel to questions pertaining to 
evaluation and accountability were generally quite high (see Table 12). 
The only question with a reported mean of less than 3 was Number 8. 
County personnel are not willing to emphasize programs which have easily 
measured changes and results, as opposed to more subjective results. 
All groups felt Extension should make more effort to inform all 
legislative bodies and the general public on program impact and budget 
management. The respondents tended to feel stronger about reporting to 
the general public and least supportive about informing governors and 
state legislators. It should be noted, though, that these differences 
were not significant. 
Table 12. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward evaluation and 
accountability by county position (scale = 1-5) 
Agri- 4-H Home 
Question No. culture youth economics F F-pr-.-), 
To what extent should CES : 
measure impact of its programs on , 3.54^ ,, 3.59 3.56 «ri qc 
people served? ' .86 .65 .79 
report to and consult with leaders 
of the major organizations of „ . ,, « 
the county and state about its 2 107 —45 —70 —3.302* .03: 
programs? 
inform governors and state » 
legislators on benefits and 3 108 —45 —68 —.192 .82: 
budget management? 
inform the U.S. Congress and the 4 QQ 4 07 
U.S. executive branch on prog ' ' " 
impact and budget management? 
ram 4 108 ^ yy 46 69 .129 .87^ 
inform county government and , ». , a nfi 
committees on program impact 5 108 —46 —69 —.102 .90'; 
and budget management? 
inform the general public on program , 4.00 4.04 4.13 
benefits and budget management? ^ .76 .87 .68 
"«è-
^Significant, p <,05. 
Ln 
Table 12. Continued 
Agri- 4-H Home 
Question No. culture youth economics F F-prob. 
establish a state and nationally 011 17 111 
coordinated evaluation and 7 104 . 4 2  . ' 6 6  . 0 5 5  . 9 4 6  
accountability system? 
emphasize programs which will 
produce easily measured changes „ o /-o 5 01 
and results as opposed to more 8 104 . '. „ 42 . ' v 67 . ' 1.484 .229 
subjective results? 
The only significant difference reported was between the 
agriculturalists and 4-H and youth agents in response to Question 2. 
Agriculture personnel indicated that Extension should do more reporting 
and consulting with leaders of major organizations, and 4-H and youth 
agents indicated that only some effort should be made in this area. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel by state or area position 
Tables 13 through 16 contain the results of the analysis of variance 
of state and area Extension personnel toward the four issue areas. The 
positions which were analyzed were agriculture, home economics, community 
resource development, and all others. Only 11 4-H and youth personnel at 
the state or area level responded to the survey, and, as a result, their 
views were not included in the analysis. 
The data presented in Table 13 are the perceptions of Extension 
personnel at the state or area level in response to the future program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities of the Cooperative Extension 
Service. Generally speaking, there was very little unanimity in the means 
for any of the questions regarding this issue area. The data in this 
table show that highly significant differences were detected between at 
least two groups for eight of the ten questions. 
The greatest variation in mean scores was in response to Question 14, 
which pertained to the emphasis which should be given to programs 
reflecting shifting life styles, values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals. Extension personnel in agricultural positions 
indicated that some or a little less emphasis was needed on these types of 
programs, while home economists tended to believe that more or much more 
Table 13. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program philosophy, 








To what extent should the 
CES emphasize: 
extending research results and 
information in addition to 
agriculture, natural resources, 
and home economics to farm and 
other rural residents? 
98 
3.5f 
1 . 1 8  30 
3.33 
1.15 23 32 2.259 .85 .98 .083 
extending research results and 
Information from colleges of 
agriculture, natural resources, 
and home economics to people in 
urban areas? 
99 3.45 
.95 30 24 32 9.148** .000 .74 .95 .62 
a limited number of subject matter 










1 . 1 2  .919 ,433 
extending knowledge from USDA 
agencies such as Forestry, 









.97 4.154** .007 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 








extending knowledge from various 
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4.955** 
9.113** 










1.09 9.370** .000 






1.19 17.937** .000 






.99 4.020** .009 
emphasis was justified. CRD positions favored more to some emphasis and 
all other types were slightly less supportive. The differences between 
the mean of agriculture positions and all other groups were shown to be 
highly significant. In addition, the perceptions of the home economists 
and all other types group were also determined to be significantly 
different at the 0.01 level. 
The extent to which CES programs should be emphasized in urban areas 
is dealt with in Questions 7, 8, and 15. In every instance, the 
agricultural personnel reported lower means than did any of the other 
three groups. More specifically, in response to Question 7, which focused 
on extending research results and information from colleges of 
agriculture, natural resources, and home economics, agriculturalists 
tended to believe that only some emphasis was necessary. The other groups 
favored more emphasis. These differences were highly significant between 
the agricultural positions and the home economists and all other types. 
The analysis of variance also indicated a highly significant 
difference between two groups in regard to extending 4-H activities into 
urban areas, but the Scheffe' procedure failed to identify the groups. 
Therefore, it is assumed to be between the high and low mean scores, which 
the data show to be agriculture and home economics. 
In contrast to the previous issue area, there was very little 
variation in the means of the state and area Extension personnel in regard 
to the future roles, responsibilities, and resources of CES (see Table 
14). All groups felt CES programs should respond to locally perceived 
needs and problems more than they presently do. Means of 4.00 or greater 
Table 14. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward roles, responsibilities, 








To what extent should the CES 
programs : 
respond to locally perceived 
needs and problems? 
I 101-^-^ .368 .776 
reflect priorities, planning, 
and coordination at the 
university and state levels? 
2 100-^^ 30 24-^41 31-^^ 1.784 
. 82  1.00 .66  ,76 .152 
reflect national priorities 
identified at the federal 
level? 
3 100 30 24 ^ 41 33 ^ 4? 1.671 
,87 ,88  .88 .89 .175 
be jointly sponsored or 
cooperative efforts with 
other state and federal 
agencies? 
4 100 29 23 31 1.712 1 . 0 2  1.14 .84 1 . 1 0  .166 
provide feedback to researchers 
on locally perceived needs? 5 100 30 24 32 .596 .69 ,73 .87 .67 .618 
conduct applied research on 
local problems as opposed 
to demonstrating research 
findings? 
'4-
6 100 29 23 31 5.638** 
.84 .75 . 8 1  .93 .001 
**Highly significant, p <.01, 
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in support? 
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on states to conduct these 
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were reported for all groups when asked to what extent CES programs should 
provide feedback to researchers on locally perceived needs. All groups 
were less supportive of Extension programs addressing priorities 
identified at the university, state, or federal level. 
As far as CES programs relying on user fees for services such as soil 
testing to assist in support, surprisingly, the strongest support came 
from the home economist position. When asked about collecting user fees 
from clientele to defray the costs of publications and the expense of 
holding meetings, all groups responded with lower mean scores. 
Table 15 contains the responses of state and area Extension personnel 
toward future program delivery methods. One of the most important finding 
found in this table is how these groups feel about staffing patterns in 
the future. The data indicate that none of the groups feels strongly 
about reducing county-based staff and increasing the number of programs 
through regional and campus-based specialists. Although the CRD and all 
other type groups were more in favor of this change than were those 
individuals in agriculture and home economics positions, the differences 
were not significant. 
All four groups also tended to believe that more use of electronic 
media such as computers, dial-a-tape, cable TV, and interactive telephones 
is needed, providing additional funds are available. It should be noted, 
however, that the data suggest this support would lessen if these new 
approaches were utilized at the expense of the more traditional 
face-to-face delivery technique. 
Table 15. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward program delivery 
methods by state or area position (scale = 1-5) 
Agri- Home All 
Question No. culture economics CRD other F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES; 
conduct programs using personal 
contact such as face-to-face 
consultations at county and a 
community levels with groups 1 98 , 30 —23 32 —1.505 .215 
and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and 
increase its programs through 
regional and namniis—hased 
c cn n 2 AQ 1 <30 9 f>0 9 Sfi 
c pus-b 2 95 30 , 2 0  3 1  . ' 2 . 6 2 0  . 0 5 2  
specialists? 
use electronic media such as 
computer, dial-a-tape, cable -x an A  1 7  q  0 0  a  i f t  
TV, and interactive telephone 3 100 —30 '  24 ' 33 ' 1.751 .158 
with increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally 
coordinated TV and other mass 
media Extension programs at 7 OR 9 fi? 9 1 9 ST 
the expense of face-to-face 4 100 . ' 29 23 30 2.543 .058 
delivery? 
Table 15. Continued 
Agri-
Question No. culture 
reduce the use of traditional 
methods such as demonstra­
tions, bulletins, and/or ^ 
newsletters in favor of 5 96 ' 
newer technologies? 
emphasize "in-depth educational 
programs" and deemphasize g 




state specialists devote their g gg 
time to articles for magazines 7 99 'gy 
and the daily and weekly press? 
develop and implement statewide ^ ,, 
coordinated TV Extension 8 100 
.72 
use mass media programming to g gg 
deliver programs in urban 9 97 '^, 
centers? 
substitute paraprofessional help g 95 
for profe 
programs? 
ssionals in selected 10 97 gg 
Home All 
economics CRD other F F-prob. 
29 22 30 ^ -41- .868 
.95 .95 .83 .459 
29 3:31 23 33 
1.23 1.07 1 . 1 2  .968 .409 
28 24 29 1.689 1.15 .83 1 . 0 1  171 
29 24 ^ -4^ 32 1.419 














1 . 1 2  1.499 .217 
Table 15. Continued 
Question No. 
Agri- Home 
culture economics CRD 
All 
other F-prob. 
train and involve community 
or volunteer leaders in 
Extension programs? 
1 1  9, Ml 28 4-2' 
.79 .74 24 32 10.310** .000 .76 1.06 
devote resources to helping 
organizations plan their 
programs and include Extension 
education materials in them? 
12 100 ilH 28^ -" 
.89 .96 24 ^ -4^ 31 2.738* .045 .69 .89 
*Slgnlflcant, p <.05. 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 
The only highly significant difference that occurred between the 
groups in this issue area was in response to: to what extent should CES 
train and involve community or volunteer leaders in Extension programs. 
While all groups indicated at least some effort should be made in this 
regard, the responses of those in agricultural positions were 
significantly different from the home economists or CRD personnel. 
The final issue area addressed by state and area Extension personnel 
pertained to evaluation and accountability. The results of the analysis 
of variance are presented in Table 16. This was the only issue area that 
contained no significant differences between the responding groups. 
All state and area Extension personnel generally favored the idea 
that CES needs to do more about informing all levels of government and the 
general public on program impact and budget management. Somewhat 
unexpectedly, the means to Questions 3, 4, and 5, which pertained to the 
three levels of government, were slightly higher than they were to 
Question 6, which asked about informing the general public. 
The lowest mean scores in this area were in response to Question 8. 
No group was willing to emphasize programs which would produce easily 
measured changes and results in favor of programs which produced more 
subjective results. 
Findings Relevant to Hypothesis 2 
Hypothesis 2 stated that there are no significant differences in the 
perceptions of public leaders toward the future direction of the 
Cooperative Extension Service when grouped by selected demographic 
variables. In all, five variables were considered. They were: position; 
Table 16. Analysis of variance of perceptions of Extension personnel toward evaluation and 
accountability by state or area position (scale = 1-5) 
Agri- Home All 
Question No. culture economics CRD other F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES ; 
measure impact of its programs , 3.61^ 3.63 3.96 _ 3.97 , 
on people served? " .84 1.19 .93 .86 
report to and consult with 
leaders of the major organiza- q /:o o oft o 70 q 77 
tions of the county and state 2 99 29 24-^^ 31 .467 .706 
•  , » .  #  /  4  #  o  j  « / o  
about its programs? 
inform governors and state A nv q 07 q a 1? 
legislators on benefits and 3 100 30^^^ 24^^^ 33 .369 .776 
budget management? 
inform the U.S. Congress and the 
U.S. executive branch on , „q , ^0 a ao a i r  
program impact and budget 4 100 30 24 33 .828 .480 
management? 
inform county government and q-^. . 
committees on program "" ' - ' '''' 
and budget management? 
impact 5 99 30 ' 24 ' 33 ' 2.014 .114 
inform the general public on 4.03 3 07 A 04 4 03 
program benefits and budget 6 100 —30 —^ 24 —32 —.348 .790 
management? 
Table 16. Continued 
Agri- Home All 
Question No. culture economics CRD other F F-prob. 
establish a state and nationally 2 82 3 14 3 08 3 23 
coordinated evaluation and 7 95 , ' , „ 29 .  ' 2 4  ,  '  .  31 , ' 1.184 .317 
accountability system? 
emphasize programs which will 
produce easily measured 2.21 2.04 2.17 2.40 
changes and results as opposed 8 95 ' qq 27 ^ gg 23 —^ 30 '«n .671 .571 
to more subjective results? 
90 
type of organization; population of county; years service on county 
Extension committee, council, or board; and familiarity with Extension. 
Perceptions of public leaders by position 
The first analysis of variance conducted on the responses of public 
leaders focused on the individual's position. There were eight possible 
categories from which the public leader could choose. Six of those 
categories referred to positions where the public leader worked; the 
seventh referred to serving in a voluntary position with a county 
Extension committee, council, or board; and the last was for those not 
fitting into one of the other areas. Although 254 public leaders 
participated in this study, not all of the categories had sufficient 
numbers to be included in the analysis process. Therefore, the five 
categories which had less than 20 respondents were excluded from the 
study. The three positions which were analyzed were: organizational 
president, secretary, executive; county Extension committee, council or 
board; and other local. To aid in the discussion of the findings of these 
three groups, those public leaders who identified themselves as an 
organizational president, secretary, or executive will be referred to as 
an organizational leader. Also, the county Extension committee, council, 
or board position will be shortened to Extension committee. The position 
of the other local respondents will remain unchanged. 
The mean scores of public leaders toward the future program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities are presented in Table 17. 
Data in this table indicate that public leaders felt Extension should 
place more emphasis on extending research results and other information 
Table 17. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities by position (scale = 1-5) 
Group Group Group 
Question No. A^ F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize : 
extending research results and information 
in addition to agriculture, natural _ ,.d -x n Afi 
resources, and home economics to farm 6 71 . 7 7  — 5 7  . 1 . 6 0 3  . 2 0 4  
and other rural residents? 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural » », T AS 1 Sfi 
resources, and home economics to people 7 72 ^ 76 —57 1.647 .195 
in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas „ 3.11 3.06 g, 3.07 
but serve both rural and urban people? 1.21 1.15 1.09 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies q 3.16 3.11 rj 3.26 
such as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? 1.02 1.12 1.14 
extending knowledge from various state 
agencies such as agriculture, 
transportation, health, and business 3.28 3.09 3.28 ,,, 
and development? TÂ6 TOS TTô '**4 
^Group A = Organizational president/secretary/executive. 
^Group B = County Extension committee, council, or board. 
'^Group C = Other local. 








extending knowledge from the total 




1.03 .657 .520 
programs dealing with local public 
issues which may involve conflicting 
points of view? 




1.24 .934 .395 
programs dealing with national and/or 
state identified public Issues which 
may involve conflicting points of view? 




1.12 .216 .806 
programs reflecting shifting life styles, 
values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals? 




1.16 3.065* .049 




1.09 9 .018** 
.000 
*Slgnlfleant, p <.05. 
**Highly significant, p<.01. 
not related to agriculture, natural resources, and home economics to farm 
and other rural residents. The respondents also believed that some or 
more emphasis should be given to extending research results and 
information from the colleges of agriculture, natural resources, and home 
economics to people living in urban areas. There was also support from 
Extension committee members and other locals to expand 4-H activities into 
urban areas, and that more should be done in this regard. The mean score 
of the organization leaders was lower in response to this question. The 
difference was significant at the 0.01 level. 
Table 18 contains the responses of public leaders to the issue area 
of future roles, responsibilities, and resources. The data indicate that 
all three groups felt Extension programs should respond to locally 
perceived needs and problems and that feedback should be given to 
researchers in regard to these needs. As might be expected, the public 
leaders were less supportive of Extension programs reflecting priorities 
identified at the university and state level, and much less if it were 
done at the federal level. 
In response to Question 7, which asked to what extent CES programs 
should rely on user fees for services like soil testing to assist in 
support, organization leaders and other locals indicated that more 
reliance than at the present was needed. Extension committee members 
tended to believe that only some reliance was necessary. In a related 
question about relying on user fees for other things like publications and 
to help offset the expenses of holding meetings, organization leaders and 
other locals responded that some or more reliance was justified. 
Table 18. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by position (scale = 1-5) 
Question 
Group Group Group 
No. Aa Bt> cc F-prob, 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs and 
problems? 1 73 77 -—I- 60 5.022** .007 .74 .69 .72 
reflect priorities, planning, and 
coordination at the university and 
state levels? 
2 73 ^ -^ 76 60 .126 
.86 .75 .89 .882 
reflect national priorities Identified 
at the federal level? 3 73 75 57 3.935* .021 1.00 . 81  .93 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative 
efforts with other state and federal 
agencies? 
4 70 75 59 2.356 
.88 .85 1 . 1 0  .097 
^Group A = Organizational president/secretary/executive. 
^Group B = County Extension committee, council, or board. 
^Group C = Other local. 
'4-
*Slgnifleant, p<.05. 
**Hlghly significant, p<.01. 








provide feedback to researchers on 
locally perceived needs? 59^ 1.070 .345 
conduct applied research on local 
problems as opposed to demonstrating 
research findings? 
rely on user fees for services like soil 
testing to assist in support? 












rely on user fees for other things like 
publications and expenses of holding 
meetings? 
"f# 58^ 12.659*» .000 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages 
and channeling information from other 
USDA agencies to the states? 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs 
with the public as opposed to relying 

























Extension committee members indicated that some or a little less reliance 
was appropriate. For both questions, the differences in the mean scores 
of Extension committee members were different from those of organization 
leaders and other locals. The differences were found to be significant at 
the 0.01 level. 
Data in Table 19 are the responses of public leaders toward future 
program delivery methods. The data indicate that public leaders, 
regardless of their position, are not in favor of reducing county-based 
staff and increasing the number of programs through regional and 
campus-based specialists. County Extension committee members had the 
lowest mean score for this question and organization leaders had the 
highest. 
In response to Question 1, which asked to what extent should CES 
conduct programs using personal contact such as face-to-face, all three 
public leader groups indicated more than at present. Public leaders did 
indicate that some reduction of traditional methods such as 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or newsletters would be acceptable in favor 
of newer technologies. However, one of the most traditional Extension 
delivery methods, which has been to train and involve community leaders in 
Extension programs, also received positive support from the respondents. 
Evaluation and accountability is the issue area responded to by 
public leaders in Table 20. In general, all three public leaders groups 
tended to feel that Extension should do more to inform governors and state 
legislators, the U.S. Congress and the executive branch, county government 
and committees, and the general public about the impact of Extension 
Table 19. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program delivery methods 
by position (scale = 1-5) 
Group Group Group 
Question No. F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES: 
conduct programs using personal contact 
such as face-to-face consultations at 
county and community levels with groups 1 
and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 
programs through regional and campus- 2 
based specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, 
dial-a-tape, cable TV, and Interactive 
telephone with increased funding 3 
provided? 
'8^ 59^ .611 .544 
6-575.. .002 
"rrf 56 1.170 .313 
*Group A = Organizational president/secretary/executive. 
^Group B = County Extension committee, council, or board. 
^Group C = Other local. 
'4-
**Hlghly significant, p<.01. 
Table 19. Continued 
Group Group Group 
Question No. A® F F-prob, 
develop and implement nationally coordinated 9 00 2 08 ? 01 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 4 69 73 • 58 ^ . 1 0 7  . 8 9 9  
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such 
as demonstrations, bulletins, and/or 
newsletters in favor of newer technologies? 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" 
and deeraphasize tec 
information giving? 
state specialists devote their time to o c:o o 79 o a o  
articles for " " '' " 
weekly press? 
o o-i 9 CO 9 7S 
5 69 73 —56 ^ 1.687 .188 
? 70 2 6S 7 72 
hnology transfer or 6 70 —71 y^qq" 57 .088 .915 
magazines and the daily and 7 67 74 y gj 55 'gg .655 .520 
develop and implement statewide coordinated 






1.10 .117 .889 
use mass media programming to deliver 






.96 .058 .944 
substitute paraprofesslonal help for 






1.16 1 .811 .166 
train and involve community or volunteer 






.96 1 .218 .298 
devote resources to helping organizations 
plan their programs and include Extension 
materials in them? 




1.00 2 .841 .061 
Table 20. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward evaluation and 
accountability by position (scale = 1-5) 
Group Group Group 
Question No. A® F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES : 
measure Impact of its programs on , 3.70^ 3.69 3.91 , 
people served? .89 .77 .84 
report to and consult with leaders of the 
major organizations of th 
state about its programs? 
•5 07 9 70 Q 76 
e county and 2 71 —76 —59 —.352 .704 
inform governors and state legislators on „ 3.62 3.71 3.64 . af.n 
benefits and budget management? 1.06 .87 1.03 
inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. _ ,, _ 
executive branch on program impact 4 70 —71 . 58 '. ^ 1.133 .324 
and budget management? 
inform county government and committees 








inform the general public on program 






1.09 .230 .741 
*Group A = Organizational president/secretary/executive. 
^Group B = County Extension committee, council, or board. 
^Group C = Other local. 
'4-
Table 20. Continued 
Group Group Group 
Question No. F F-prob. 
establish a state and nationally . _ 
coordinated evaluation and 7 62 '., 71 .' , 56 .' ^  1.436 .241 
accountability system? 
emphasize programs which will produce 
easily measured changes and results 
as opposed to more subjective 
results? 




1 . 2 2  1.974 142 
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programs. Slightly higher mean scores were indicated by this group for 
informing county government and the general public than were recorded for 
informing state and national legislators. 
Although public leaders generally favored the concept of evaluation 
and accountability, they did not strongly support the establishment of a 
state and nationally coordinated system of evaluation and accountability. 
Nor did they support Extension emphasis of programs which had easily 
measured results in place of programs that tended to produce more 
subjective results. 
Perceptions of public leaders by type of organization 
The public leaders who indicated they were an organizational 
president, secretary, or executive were then asked to describe the type of 
organization to which they belonged. In all, there were six categories 
from which they could choose. Since four of the groups had less than 20 
respondents and these groups were not similar enough to be joined 
together, their responses were not presented. The remaining two groups 
that had a sufficient number of responses and were included in the 
analysis are business/trade/professional and farm. Throughout this 
section, the business/trade/professional group will be referred to as 
business. 
The responses of public leaders toward the issue of program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities are in Table 21. Generally 
speaking, neither group responded with exceptionally high or low mean 
scores. It should also be noted that no significant differences were 
Table 21. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program philosophy, mission, 




professional Farm F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
extending research results and information 
in addition to agriculture, natural 
resources, and home economics to farm 
and other rural residents? 
6 23 3.48 1.08 .257 .614 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 
resources, and home economics to people 




.93 .240 .626 
a limited number of subject matter areas 
but serve both rural and urban people? 8 
29 3.31 
^ 1.20 23 
2.78 
.90 3.073 .086 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies 
such as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? 9 22 
3.09 
1.19 .007 .933 
extending knowledge from various state 
agencies such as agriculture, 
transportation, health, and business 
and development? 
10 r,n 3.21 1.15 23 
3.00 
1.17 .411 .524 
extending knowledge from the total 
land-grant university? 11 
9ft 3.39 
2* 1.03 23 
3.30 
.88 .106 .746 




professional Farm F-prob, 
programs dealing with local public issues 
which may involve conflicting points of 
view? 
programs dealing with national and/or 
state identified public issues which 
may involve conflicting points of view? 
programs reflecting shifting life styles, 
values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals? 
4-H activities in urban areas? 












2 .86  
1.19 
3.11 






1 . 1 2  
2 . 6 1  














identified between the two groups on any of the questions in this issue 
area. 
The highest mean scores indicated in the table of responses by the 
public leaders were in regard to Question I, which pertained to extending 
research results and information from non-traditional subject matter areas 
in addition to agriculture, natural resources, and home economics to farm 
and other rural residents. Question 13, which asked to what extent 
Extension should emphasize programs dealing with national and/or state 
identified public issues which may involve conflicting points of view, 
received the least support from the respondents. 
The responses of public leaders based on the type of organization 
they belong to toward the future roles, responsibilities, and resources of 
Extension are presented in Table 22. Data in this table indicate that 
public leaders in business and farm organizations tended to believe that 
Extension should rely more on user fees for services like soil testing to 
provide additional financial support. Both groups were somewhat less 
supportive of relying on user fees for items such as publications or to 
assist in defraying the expenses of holding meetings. The mean scores of 
public leaders in business organizations were higher than those from farm 
organizations in response to the two questions dealing with reliance on 
user fees. 
For Questions 1, 2, and 3, the respondents were asked to indicate to 
what extent Extension programs should respond to needs identified at the 
local, university and state, and national level. As might be expected. 
Table 22. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by type of organization (scale = 1-5) 
Business/ 
trade/ 
Question No. professional Farm F F-prob, 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs and , 3.74* 3.91 ^n/ iii 
problems? ' ^ ^ 'A** 
reflect priorities, planning, and coordina- _ 3.45 3.30 
tion at the university and state levels? .85 .82 ' 
reflect national priorities identified at „ 2.73 2.35 , 
the federal level? ^ 1.11 1.03 " 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts , 3.38 3.39 
with other state and federal agencies? 1.05 .89 
provide feedback to researchers on locally ^ oi 3.87 ». 4.09 , . 
perceived needs? ^ .76 " .67 ' 
conduct applied research on local problems 3 23 2 96 
as oppose" " '— " m • n • 
findings? 
.284 
d to demonstrating research 6 31 23 "jr"^ .773 .383 
rely on user fees for services like soil ^ 4.10 3.65 „ nss 
testing to assist in support? ' ^ .67 .98 ^ 




No. professional Farm F-prob. 
rely on user fees for other things like 





.96 3.504 .067 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA; 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling information from other USDA 
agencies to the states? 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs with 
the public as opposed to relying on 



















both groups rated local needs highest, followed by university and state, 
and finally at the national level lowest. 
There was little variation in the mean scores of public leaders in 
response to future delivery methods of Extension. These data are 
presented in Table 23. The greatest difference to occur between these 
groups was in response to Question 4, which pertained to Extension 
developing and implementing nationally coordinated TV and other mass media 
programs at the expense of face-to-face delivery. This difference was not 
detected to be significant at the 0.05 level. In response to a related 
question which asked to what extent Extension should conduct programs 
using personal contact such as face-to-face consultations at the local 
level, both groups tended to believe that more of this type of delivery 
method should be used. 
The data presented in Table 24 are the responses of public leaders 
toward evaluation and accountability. Mean scores show that, while public 
leaders in farm organizations tended to believe that Extension should do 
more to measure the impact of its programs on the people they serve, 
business organization leaders indicated that only some effort was needed. 
This difference was determined to be significant. In regard to Extension 
informing the various levels of government and the general public on 
program benefits and budget management, public leaders from farm 
organizations felt more should be done in this area. Business 
organization public leaders indicated that more effort was only needed at 
the county level. The analysis did, however, fail to show that any of 
these differences were significant. 
Table 23. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program delivery methods 




No. professional Farm F-prob, 
To what extent should CES ; 
conduct programs using personal contact 
such as face-to-face consultations at 





.75 .285 ,596 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 
programs through regional and campus-
based specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, 
dial-a-tape, cable TV, and inter­
active telephone with increased 
funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such 
as demonstrations, bulletins, and/or 










2 . 1 0  
1 . 0 1  
2.67 

























professional Farm F-prob. 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" 
and deemphasize technology transfer or 
information giving? 
state specialists devote their time to 
articles for magazines and the daily 
and weekly press? 
develop and implement statewide coordinated 
TV Extension programs? 
use mass media programming to deliver 
programs in urban centers? 
substitute paraprofessional help for pro­
fessionals in selected programs? 
train and involve community or volunteer 
leaders in Extension programs? 
devote resources to helping organizations 
plan their programs and include 












1 . 0 1  
2.43 


















2 . 6 8  
1.04 
2 .86  
.94 
3.00 























Table 2 4 ,  Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward evaluation and 




professional Farm F-prob, 
To what extent should CES : 
measure impact of its programs on 
people served? 
report to and consult with leaders 
of the major organizations of the 
county and state about its programs? 
inform governors and state legislators 
on benefits and budget management? 
Inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. 
executive branch on program impact 
and budget management? 
inform county government and committees 
on program impact and budget management? 
Inform the general public on program 


















1 . 0 1  





















*Signlficant, p <.05. 
Table 24. Continued 
Business/ 
trade/ 
Question No. professional Farm F F-prob. 
establish a state and nationally coordinated _ 3.04 2.84 r,? 
evaluation and accountability system? 1.07 1.21 
emphasize programs which will produce easily 2 11 2 77 
measured changes and results as opposed to 8 28 22 ^ . 0 3 4  . 8 5 5  
more subjective results? 
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Perceptions of public leaders by population of county 
The responses of public leaders toward the four issue areas based on 
the population of their county are presented in Tables 25 through 28. 
There are two factors in regard to the data that the reader should be 
cognizant of before any interpretations are made. First, after collapsing 
the 100,000 to 200,000; 200,000 to 400,000; and over 400,000 persons 
categories into a new group, there were still less than 20 respondents 
that could be analyzed. Secondly, the number of respondents in the under 
100,000 person category is considerably larger than the over 100,000 
person category. It is not known whether or not these two factors will 
affect the results of the analysis of variance, but the reader should use 
caution when interpreting these data. 
Presented in Table 25 are the responses of public leaders toward 
program philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities. The highest mean 
scores reported pertained to the extent Extension should emphasize 
extending knowledge from the total land-grant university. Public leaders 
from the more populated counties tended to believe more emphasis was 
needed, while those from the smaller counties indicated only some or more 
emphasis. Second in importance was increasing 4-H activities in urban 
areas. Surprisingly, public leaders in the less populated counties rated 
this slightly higher than the leaders in the larger counties. Both groups 
also indicated that some or more emphasis should be placed on programs 
that reflect shifting life styles, values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals. 
Table 25. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize : 
extending research results and information in 
addition to agriculture, natural resources, 3 67^ 3 19 
and home economics to farm and other rural 6 125 .' „ 16 '^ ^ .033 .857 
residents? 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 3 47 3 19 
resources, and home economics to people 7 125 ,' - 16 '^ ^ 1.127 .290 
• « A 1•UU 1 • X1 in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas but Q 3.02 ., 2.81 
serve both rural and urban people? 1.16 1.11 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies such _ 3.15 3.35 
as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? ^ 1.14 .86 
extending knowledge from various state agencies 3 06 3 41 
such as agriculture, transpor" ^ • n • 
and business and development? 
tation, health, 10 124 y'gg 17 1.593 .209 
extending knowledge from the total land- 3.55 3.94 » .r. 
grant university? 1.08 .66 
Table 25. Continued 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob. 
programs dealing with local public issues 
which may involve conflicting points of 
view? 1.17 1.12 
2.65 2.53 
programs dealing with national and/or state ^ 2.63 identified public issues which may involve 13 118 .' , 16 . ' , 0 0 3  . 9 6 0  
conflicting points of view? 
programs reflecting shifting life styles, _ ,j. . 
values, and attitudes of g---»-*--- ' lor • it • 
families, and individuals? 
society, 14 125 17 .090 .765 
4-H activities in urban areas? 15 124 16 .076 .784 
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Table 26 contains the findings pertaining to roles, responsibilities, 
and resources. The data indicate the respondents were most concerned 
about Extension programs responding to locally perceived needs and 
problems. Both groups tended to believe Extension should respond more 
than at the present. In response to a related question which asked the 
extent Extension programs should provide feedback to researchers on 
locally perceived needs, both groups once again indicated more than at the 
present. 
The respondents were less supportive of Extension programs relying on 
user fees for services like soil testing to assist in support, although 
they indicated some reliance was acceptable. When asked about utilizing 
user fees for other things like publications, the public leaders were even 
less supportive. 
Mean scores of public leaders toward future program delivery methods 
are presented in Table 27. The data indicate that public leaders, 
regardless of the population of their county, favored the more traditional 
Extension delivery methods over those utilizing the newer technologies. 
In response to Question 1, which asked to what extent Extension programs 
should conduct programs using personal contact such as face-to-face 
consultation at the county level, both tended to believe more than at 
present. Neither group strongly supported using electronic media such as 
computers, dial-a-tape, cable TV, and interactive telephone even if 
additional funds were provided. In a related question that pertained to 
using mass media programming to deliver mass media programs in urban 
centers, there was some variation in the responses of the two groups. 
Table 26. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob, 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs and problems? 1 
reflect priorities, planning, and coordination ^ 
at the university and state levels? 
reflect national priorities identified at the ^ 
federal level? 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts 
with other state and federal agencies? 
provide feedback to researchers on locally 
perceived needs? 
conduct applied research on local problems 
as opposed to demonstrating research 
findings? 
rely on user fees for services like soil 


















































Table 26. Continued 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob, 
rely on user fees for other things like 
publications and expenses of holding 
meetings? 
1 2 2  3.20 1.05 17 
3.00 
1 .00  .530 .468 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA; 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling information from other USDA 




1.07 .036 .849 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs with 
the public as opposed to relying on 
states to conduct these programs? 
10 122  2.91 1 . 2 6  15 
3.20 
1.32 .695 .406 
Table 27. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program delivery methods 
by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES ; 
conduct programs using personal contact such 
as face-to-face consultations at county „ „,a „ 
and community levels with groups and 1 127 17 'yg .012 .911 
individuals? 
2.06  reduce county-based staff and increase its g 
programs through regional and campus-based 2 111 . ' „ 17 7-^-77 .000 .988 
specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, dial- "î 11 2 fiS 
a-tape, cable TV, and interactive telephone 3 121 17 2.394 .124 
with increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated ? 1 ?  1  65 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 4 120 ^'Q Q  17 —2.912 .090 
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such as ? fis ? 7fi 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or news- 5 119 17 .209 .649 
letters in favor of newer technologies? 
'4-
Table 27. Continued 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob. 
emphasize "In-depth educational programs" and 
deemphaslze technology transfer or 
Information giving? 
6 118 2.69 1.00 17 
2 .29 
.92 2 .323 .130 
state specialists devote their time to articles 




.95 2 .10 .150 
develop and Implement statewide coordinated 






.18 5 .528* .020 
use mass media programming to deliver programs 






.27 4 .373* .038 
substitute paraprofessional help for pro­






.22 .924 .338 
train and Involve community or volunteer 






.15 1 .284 .259 
devote resources to helping organizations plan 
their programs and Include Extension educa­







.03 .051 .822 
^Significant, p <.05. 
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Public leaders in smaller counties reported a mean of 3.20 as compared to 
2.65 for those leaders in larger counties. This difference was determined 
to be significant. 
The final issue area analyzed, based on the population of the county, 
pertained to evaluation and accountability. The data from this analysis, 
which are presented in Table 28, indicated that public leaders tended to 
believe that Extension should do more to measure the impact of its 
programs on the people they serve. They also indicated that Extension 
should be accountable to all three levels of government as well as the 
general public. The respondents indicated that accountability to the 
county level of government and the general public was more important than 
it was to either the state or federal level. It is interesting to note 
that in response to the four questions that pertained to informing each 
level of government and the general public on program benefits and budget 
management, the public leaders in the smaller counties reported higher 
mean scores. However, none of these differences was significant at the 
0.05 level. 
Perceptions of public leaders by years service on council or board 
In Tables 29 through 32, data are presented which reflect the 
perceptions of public leaders who have served on a county Extension 
committee, council, or board toward the four issue areas. There will be 
only two groups contrasted in the tables because only one public leader 
indicated he/she had served 10 years or more. Rather than eliminate this 
one leader, these responses were combined into the 3 to 9 year category 
prior to the analysis. The perceptions of public leaders toward program 
Table 28. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward evaluation and 
accountability by population of county (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
100,000 100,000 
Question No. persons persons F F-prob. 
To what extent should CES : 
3.78* 3.60 
measure impact of its programs on people served? 1 126 —15 —.674 .413 
report to and consult with leaders of the major „ T SO 
organizations of the county and state about 2 129 —16 —.870 .353 
its programs? 
inform governors and state legislators on _ 3.69 3.38 . »._ 
benefits and budget management? .98 .81 
inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. executive ^ ^^^2 3.52 3.44 
branch on program impact and budget management? 1.14 .89 
inform county government and committees on _ i*? 3.76 ., 3.50 . 
program impact and budget management? .88 .52 
inform the general public on program benefits , ,3 . 7 1  -, 3.56 
and budget management? .98 ° .73 
establish a state and nationally coordinated 9 hq 9 S7 
evaluation and accountability system? 7 119 ^ 1 4  ^ .990 .322 
emphasize programs which will produce easily 2 78 2 63 
measured changes and results as opposed to 8 118 . ' . 16 .237 .628 
more subjective results? " " 
*4-
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philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities are shown in Table 29. Data in 
this table indicate that public leaders, regardless of the number of years 
they had served on a council or board, feel more emphasis should be placed 
on 4-H activities in urban areas. They also tended to believe more 
emphasis should be given to extending knowledge from the total land-grand 
university. 
The highest mean score in this table is attributed to the response of 
public leaders having over 3 years of service in regard to Extension 
extending research results and information from non-traditional subject 
matter in addition to agriculture, natural resources, and home economics 
to farm and other rural people. A significant difference was detected in 
this response and the one given by public leaders having under 3 years of 
service. 
The mean scores of public leaders in response to questions pertaining 
to future roles, responsibilities, and resources are presented in Table 
30. Only Questions 1 and 5 generated a mean score that suggested the 
respondents felt strongly about what was being asked. Question 1 
pertained to the extent Extension programs should respond to locally 
perceived needs and problems, and 5 with providing feedback to researchers 
on locally perceived needs. In response to both questions, public leaders 
tended to believe that Extension should do more than they are doing 
presently. 
Presented in Table 31 are the results of the analysis of variance of 
public leaders toward program delivery methods. Based on these data, it 
can be suggested that these two groups of public leaders favored Extension 
Table 29. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities by years service on council or board (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
extending research results and information 
in addition to agriculture, natural 3 46 3 90 
resources, and home economics to farm 6 26 50 —3.992* .049 
and other rural residents? 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 3 23 3 55 
resources, and home economics to people 7 26 —49 —2.094 .152 
in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas „ 3.04 3.04 
but serve both rural and urban people? 1.27 1.09 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies such „ 3.46 2.92 , _,c 
as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? ^ .88 1.14 
extending knowledge from various state 3.19 2.96 
agencies such as agriculture, transporta- 10 26 50 .814 .370 
tlon, health, and business and development? 
extending knowledge from the total ,, 3.65 3.61 
land-grant university? .80 1.20 
*Slgnifleant, p<.05. 
Table 29. Continued 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob, 
programs dealing with local public issues 
which 
view? 
programs dealing with national and/or state 
identified public issues wh 
conflicting points of view? 
O CQ O CC 
may involve conflicting points of 12 26 ^ 4 5  . 0 0 6  . 9 3 7  
ich may involve 13 25 42 ^ . 0 3 9  . 8 4 5  
3.44 3.46 programs reflecting shifting life styles, 
values, and attitudes of society, 14 25 y"7 50 ^'7" .008 .930 
families, and individuals? 
3 fiQ 3 7Q 
4-H activities in urban areas? 15 26 ^ 4 8  . 1 6 8  . 6 8 3  
Table 30. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by years of service on council or board (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob, 
To what extent should the CES programsi 
,a 
respond to locally perceived needs and . 3.92 4.20 „ nos 
problems? .69 .67 -09^ 
reflect priorities, planning, and 3 23 3 43 
coordination at the university and 2 26 —49 —'-zjj- 1.195 .278 
state levels? 
reflect national priorities identified _ 2.52 2.49 ^09 hhi 
at the federal level? ^ " .77 ^ .84 ' 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts , 3.00 3.22 . ,,, „„„ 
with other state and federal agencies? .91 .82 
provide feedback to researchers on ^ », 3.96 3.90 , 
locally perceived needs? ^ .79 .62 " 
conduct applied research on local problems 3 33 3 51 
as opposed to demonstrating research 6 24 47 —.499 .482 
findings? 
ily on usei 
testing to assist in support? ' .91 1.15 
re r fees for services like soil , ^5 3.00 3.37 ^ 
Table 30. Continued 
Question 
Under Over 
No. 3 years 3 years F-prob, 
rely on user fees for other things like 





1 . 1 0  .126 .724 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling Information from other USDA 
agencies to the states? 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and Information programs with 
the public as opposed to relying on 


















Table 31. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program delivery methods 
by years of service on council or board (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob, 
To what extent should CES: 
conduct programs using personal contact such 
as face-to-face consultations at county » o-a „ 
and community levels with groups and 1 26 —51 —.481 .490 
individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 1 56 1 93 
programs through regional and campus- 2 25 —44 —3.016 .087 
based specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, dial- « », « 
a-tape, cable TV, and interactive tele- 3 25 47 ^ 'q^ .007 .933 
phone with increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated i 76 2 19 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 4 25 —^-gg 47 3.23 .077 
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such 
as demonstrations, bulletins, and/or 
newsletters in favor of newer technologies? 
2 29 2 63 
5 24 —48 1.825 .181 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" and 2 80 2 62 
deemphaslze technology transfer or 6 25 , 4 5  . 5 1 9  . 4 7 4  
Information giving? 
Table 31. Continued 
Question 
Under Over 
No. 3 years 3 years F-prob. 
state specialists devote their time to 
articles for magazines and the daily 
and weekly press? 
develop and implement statewide 
coordinated TV Extension programs? 
use mass media programming to deliver 
programs in urban centers? 
substitute paraprofessional help for 
professionals in selected programs? 
train and involve community or volunteer 
leaders in Extension programs? 
devote resources to helping organizations 
plan their programs and include 
Extension education materials in them? 
10 
11 






























.92 .521 .473 
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using personal contact such as face-to-face consultation at the county 
level with groups and individuals. The respondents also tended to 
believe, although to a slightly lesser degree, that Extension should do 
more to train and involve community or volunteer leaders in Extension 
programs. 
It is further suggested by the data that public leaders do not want 
Extension to reduce county-based staff and increase its programs through 
regional and campus-based specialists. A final point that can be made 
from the data is that while both public leaders groups generally favored 
the use of newer delivery methods, they would not want it done at the 
expense of the more traditional face-to-face approach. 
Table 32 contains the mean scores of the public leaders in response 
to questions pertaining to evaluation and accountability. These data 
indicate that public leaders tended to believe that Extension should do 
more to measure the impact of its programs on the people they serve. They 
also tended to believe that some emphasis on programs which would produce 
easily measured results as opposed to more subjective results was 
acceptable. 
In response to Questions 3 through 6, which pertained to Extension 
informing the three levels of government and the general public on program 
impact and budget management, there was unanimity of agreement between 
groups. As might be expected, the public leaders did feel stronger about 
being accountable to the county level of government and the general public 
than they did toward the state or federal level. The mean scores of 
public leaders with over 3 years of service on a council or board were 
Table 32. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward evaluation and 
accountability by years of service on council or board (scale = 1-5) 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob, 
To what extent should CES : 
measure impact of its programs on people , 3.88* 3.59 « „„„ , 
served? .78 .76 
report to and consult with leaders of the 39? "î 67 
major organizations of the county and 2 26 —49 —1.589 .212 
state about its programs? 
inform governors and state legislators on „ », 3.58 3.73 
,  f »  «  .  1 1 1  ,  n  j  f -  4  o  - f  * 4 0 /  * 4 0 0  benefits and budget management? .95 .87 
inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. 3 56 3 67 
executive branch on program impact and 4 25 45 .163 .687 
budget management? 
inform county government and committees on ^ 25 3.81 3.71 273 503 
program impact and budget management? .90 .71 
inform the general public on program , 3.80 3.67 
benefits and budget management? ^ " .76 ^ .93 * 
Table 32. Continued 
Under Over 
Question No. 3 years 3 years F F-prob. 
establish a state and nationally 2 87 ? 87 
coordinated evaluation and 7 23 y^ciT .000 .992 
accountability system? 
emphasize programs which will produce 
easily measured changes and results 2 92 2 91 
as opposed to more subjective 8 24 47 .' ^ .000 .996 
results? 
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slightly higher when asked about Extension being accountable to the state 
and federal level of government, while public leaders under 3 years of 
service rated the county level and general public higher. However, none 
of these differences was determined to be significantly different. 
Perceptions of public leaders by familiarity with Extension 
All public leaders who participated in this study were asked to 
indicate how familiar they were with Extension. The possible responses 
were very familiar, somewhat familiar, and not familiar. Since one 
criteria for public leaders to be asked to participate in this study was 
that they be familiar enough with Extension to provide meaningful 
responses, it was not surprising that only three public leaders indicated 
they were not familiar with Extension. Rather than eliminate these three 
public leaders from the study, their responses were combined with the 
somewhat familiar group before the analysis of variance was completed. 
Therefore, the responses of public leaders toward the four issue areas 
which were presented in Tables 33 through 36 will be divided between the 
following groups: very familiar and somewhat or not familiar. 
Mean scores of public leaders as they pertain to program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities are contained in Table 33. The strongest 
support for any question in this area was in regard to the extent 
Extension should emphasize extending research results and information from 
non-traditional subject matter areas in addition to agriculture, natural 
resources, and home economics to farm and other rural residents. Slightly 
lower support was indicated for extending knowledge from the total 
land-grant university. Mean scores for public leaders who were very 
Table 33. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities by familiarity with Extension (scale = 1-5) 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob, 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
extending research results and information in 
addition to agriculture, natural resources, « <1/7 
and home er ^ " " ^ ^ 1 ir. • -ir ' 
residents? 
conomics to farm and other rural 6 39 76 —1.678 .197 
extending research results and information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 3 29 3 48 
resources, and home economics to people 7 137 77 —1.633 .203 
in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas but o ,2 . 9 8  3 . 1 6  . _ 
serve both rural and urban people? 1.14 1.10 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies such q ,„, 3.17 3.23 .^oc 
as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? ^ 1.13 " .94 ' '**3 
extending knowledge from various state 3 in 3 26 
agencies such as agriculture, transporta- 10 134 78 j 1 . 0 5 0  . 3 0 7  
tion, health, and business and development? 
extending knowledge from the total .. .«p 3.56 3.51 -«g 
land-grant university? ^ 1.08 .92 
Table 33. Continued 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob. 
programs dealing with local public issues 
which may involve conflicting points of 
view? 
12 132 74 1.181 1 . 1 8  1 . 2 1  ,278 
programs dealing with national and/or 
state identified public issues which may 
involve conflicting points of view? 
13 129 -Wi 72 1.705 1 . 0 8  1.14 .193 
programs reflecting shifting life styles, 
values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals? 




















familiar with Extension were highest in response to each of these 
questions. 
In Table 34 are the mean scores which reflect the perceptions of 
public leaders toward roles, responsibilties, and resources. The data 
indicate that public leaders tended to believe that Extension should place 
more emphasis on the response to locally perceived needs and problems and 
that more feedback should be provided to researchers in regard to those 
needs. In respect to reflecting priorities at the university and state 
level, public leaders tended to favor some emphasis and a little less 
emphasis if priorities are determined at the federal level. 
In Table 35 are the data pertaining to the perceptions of public 
leaders toward program delivery methods. The lowest mean scores reported 
in this table from either public leader group were in response to what 
extent should Extension develop and implement nationally coordinated TV 
and other mass media programs at the expense of face-to-face delivery. 
Based on the responses to this question, it seems logical that these 
leaders would feel strongest about Extension conducting programs using 
personal contact such as face-to-face consultations at the county level 
with groups and individuals. 
The data also show that public leaders tended to believe that 
Extension should do more to train and involve community or volunteer 
leaders in Extension programs. Finally, when asked about reducing 
county-based staff through regional and campus-based specialists, neither 
of the responding public leader groups was supportive. 
Table 34. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward roles, responsibilities, 
and resources by familiarity with Extension (scale = 1-5) 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob. 
To what extent should the CES programs: 




.76 .604 .438 
reflect priorities, planning, and coordination 




.81 2.106 .148 
reflect national priorities Identified at the 




.92 2.254 .135 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts 




.92 .279 .598 
provide feedback to researchers on locally 




.68 1.411 .236 
conduct applied research on local problems 




.96 1.285 .258 
rely on user fees for services like soil 




.95 .021 .886 
rely on user fees for other things like 




.90 .274 .601 
Table 34. Continued 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob. 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling information 
agencies to the states? 
1 qq q 
from other USDA 9 135 —72 —1.233 .268 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs with 2 77 2 97 
the public as opposed to relying on states 10 133 ^'gg 75 ^ 1 . 2 8 4  . 2 5 8  
to conduct these programs? 
Table 35. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward program delivery methods 
by familiarity with Extension (scale = 1-5) 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob, 
To what extent should CES: 
3.96 conduct programs using personal contact such ^ yj 
as face-to-face consultations at county and 1 140 —'-Qg 78 " ' 4 . 3 2 6 *  . 0 3 9  
community levels with groups and individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 2 11 2 12 
programs through regional and campus-based 2 130 .004 .951 
specialists? 
use electronic media such as computer, dial- « "î 07 
a-tape, cable TV, and interactive telephone 3 135 ^ 7 3  . 6 9 0  . 4 0 7  
with increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated 2 10 2 04 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 4 134 76 .138 .711 
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such 2 6? 9 83 
as demonstrations, bulletins, and/or 5 134 ^ 75 —2.052 .154 
newsletters in favor of newer technologies? 
'4-
*Slgnlfleant, p<.05. 
Table 35. Continued 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob. 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" and 2.60 2.72 deemphasize technology transfer or 6 134 —71 .  .622 .431 
information giving? 
state specialists devote their time to articles , . „, 2.61 2.71 , ervo 
for magazines and the daily and weekly press? .95 1.04 
develop and implement statewide coordinated TV „ ,,,3.21 _,3.16 ,,, 
Extension programs? ® ÎIÔÔ TTÔÎ ' 
use mass media programming to deliver programs „ ,3 . 2 3  3 . 0 3  , 
in urban centers? ^ 1.05 1.01 
substitute paraprofessional help for pro- , 3.12 3.31 , ,07 
fessionals in selected programs? .98 1.01 
train and involve community or volunteer .. , 3.68 3.79 
leaders in Extension programs? .82 .89 
devote resources to helping organizations » ,. « , 
plan their programs and include Extension 12 137 —76 ^ „  .881 .349 
education materials in them? 
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Of the four issue areas analyzed by public leaders familiar with 
Extension, the strongest support clearly goes to evaluation and 
accountability. The data, which are presented in Table 36, indicate that 
public leaders, regardless of their familiarity with Extension, tended to 
believe Extension should do more to measure the impact of its programs on 
the people they serve. They also agreed Extension should report to and 
consult with leaders of the major organizations of the county and state 
about its programs. 
There was little variation in the mean scores of public leaders in 
regard to accountability in Extension. The highest means were for 
Question 5, which pertained to informing county government and committees 
on program impact and budget management. In descending order, public 
leaders tended to believe that accountability to the general public was 
slightly less important, then governors and state legislators, and finally 
the U.S. Congress and the U.S. executive branch. 
The only significant difference that was detected between responding 
groups pertained to the extent Extension should emphasize programs which 
will produce easily measured results as opposed to more subjective 
results. Public leaders who were very familiar with Extension felt a 
little less emphasis was needed and those who were somewhat or not 
familiar favored some emphasis. The difference was determined to be 
highly significant. 
Findings Relevant to Hypothesis 3 
The third and final hypothesis of this study stated that there are no 
significant differences in the perceptions of Extension personnel and 
Table 36. Analysis of variance of perceptions of public leaders toward evaluation and 
accountability by familiarity with Extension (scale = 1-5) 
Somewhat 
Very or not 
Question No. familiar familiar F F-prob, 
To what extent should CES ; 
3.69* 3.76 
measure impact of its programs on people served? 1 138 ——pj 75 —.362 .548 
report to and consult with leaders of the major t fiR 1 83 
organizations of the county and state about 2 139 —'-QJ 7 7  — 1 . 5 1 4  . 2 2 0  
its programs? 
inform governors and state legislators on iao 3*64 3.54 
benefits and budget management? 1.00 .97 
inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. executive "î s? 3 S/i 
branch on program impact and budget 4 138 ^ 71 —.008 .931 
management? 
inform county government and committees on ^ 3.71 3.72 ggg 
program impact and budget management? .84 .86 
iform the general public on program benefits , 3.63 _, 3.70 
and budget management? .94 1.07 
stablish a state and nationally coordinated - 2.85 3.01 
evaluation and accountability system? 1,11 1.17 







emphasize programs which will produce 
easily measured changes and results 
as opposed to more subjective results? 
133 2.49 1.13 71 
2.96 
1 . 1 6  
F-prob, 
7.786** .006 
**Highly significant, p^.Ol. 
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public leaders toward the future direction of the Cooperative Extension 
Service. T-tests were performed on the responses of all Extension 
personnel and public leaders who participated in this study to determine 
if differences did exist in their perception. The testing was done at the 
0.05 level of significance. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward program 
philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities 
The data in Table 37 represent the perceptions of Extension personnel 
and public leaders toward program philosophy, mission, goals, and 
priorities. 
A review of these data suggests that while both the Extension 
personnel and public leaders felt strongly about certain questions in this 
issue area, they agreed on very few. As an example, consider the mean 
scores to Question 7, which pertains to Extension extending research 
results and information from colleges of agriculture, natural resources, 
and home economics to people in urban areas. Extension personnel rated 
this higher than any other question with a mean of 3.79, yet the mean of 
public leaders is only 3.40. Again, when asked to what extent should 
Extension emphasize extending knowledge from the total land-grant 
university, Extension personnel tended to believe more should be done, 
while public leaders tended to feel only some emphasis. The differences 
in the responses to both of these questions were highly significant. The 
only question in this area that received similar, yet high, responses from 
both groups pertained to the extent Extension should extend research 
results and information from non-traditional subject matter areas in 
Table 37. T-tests of perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward program philosophy, 
mission, goals, and priorities (scale = 1-5) 
Extension Public 
Question No. personnel leaders t-value Prob. 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
extending research results and information in 
addition to agriculture, natural resources, g ^ga ^ 
and home economics to farm and other rural 6 419 . 2 4 7  , - 0 . 6 9  0 . 4 8 6  
f 1 . n 1 * U Z X*UU 
residents? 
extending research results and Information 
from colleges of agriculture, natural 3 79 3 40 
resources, and home economics to people 7 426 —246 .  '  ^  4.86** 0.000 
in urban areas? 
a limited number of subject matter areas „ 3.45 3.10 ^ 
but serve both rural and urban people? ® 1TÎ5 T7Ï5 3.73** 0.000 
extending knowledge from USDA agencies » 3.04 3.18 , y, « 
such as Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? ^ ^ 1.00 1.07 ' * 
extending knowledge from various state 2 64 3 21 
agencies such as agriculture, transporta- 10 413 242 -6.44** 0.000 
tion, health, and business and development? 
**Highly significant, p<.01. 





leaders t-value Prob, 
extending knowledge from the total 
land-grant university? 
programs dealing with local public issues 
which may involve conflicting points 
of view? 
programs dealing with national and/or state 
identified public issues which may involve 

















2 . 6 6  







programs reflecting shifting life styles, 
values, and attitudes of society, 
families, and individuals? 










1 . 1 2  
3.37 
1.15 
0 . 1 1  0.913 
2.82** 0.005 
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addition to agriculture, natural resources, and home economics to farm and 
other rural residents. Extension personnel and public leaders tended to 
believe that Extension should give more emphasis in this area. 
There was also a highly significant difference in the mean scores 
regarding the emphasis which should be placed on increasing 4-H activities 
in urban areas. Extension personnel tended to believe more emphasis and 
public leaders only some emphasis. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward roles, 
responsibilities, and resources 
Without question, the greatest unanimity in the perceptions of 
Extension personnel and public leaders toward any issue area was in their 
responses to questions pertaining to roles, responsibilities, and 
resources. These data are presented in Table 38. Questions receiving the 
highest mean scores in this issue area were Number 1, which asked to what 
extent Extension programs should respond to locally perceived needs and 
problems, and Question 5, which pertained to providing feedback to 
researchers on locally perceived needs. For each question, the mean score 
of Extension personnel was higher than the mean score for public leaders. 
Extension personnel and public leaders also agreed that Extension 
should rely more on user fees for services like soil testing to assist in 
support. However, both groups were less favorable toward relying on user 
fees for other things like publications and defraying the expenses 
involved in holding meetings. 
Table 38. T-tests of perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward roles, 
responsibilities, and resources (scale = 1-5) 
Question 
Extension Public 
No. personnel leaders t-value Prob, 
To what extent should the CES programs : 
respond to locally perceived needs and 
problems? 1 430 249 3.62** 0.000 .69 .73 
reflect priorities, planning, and 
coordination at the university and 
state levels? 
2 426 250 -Ml- -1.19 
. 86  , 86  0.233 
reflect national priorities identified 
at the federal level? 
be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts 
with other state and federal agencies? 




















1 . 1 0  0.273 
-2.63** 0.009 
3.82** 0.000 
conduct applied research on local problems 
as opposed to demonstrating research 
findings? 
6 406 Mi 241 Mi 0.38 
.98 1 . 0 8  0.702 
rely on user fees for services like soil 
testing to assist in support? 419 243 -1.12 0.263 
^D" 
**Highly significant, p <.01. 
Table 38. Continued 
Question 
Extension Public 
No. personnel leaders t-value Prob, 
rely on user fees for other things like 
publications and expenses of holding 
meetings? 
423 3.09 1.07 243 
3.26 
.99 -2.00* 0.046 
To what extent should the federal Extension 
office of the USDA: 
devote resources to building linkages and 
channeling information from other USDA 




.97 -0 .82  0.410 
conduct TV, radio, and other mass media 
education and information programs with 
the public as opposed to relying on 
states to conduct these programs? 
10 410 2.52 1.25 239 
2.83 
1 . 2 8  -2.97** 0.003 
*Significant, p <.05. 
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Perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward program 
delivery methods 
The responses of Extension personnel and public leaders toward future 
Extension program delivery methods are presented in Table 39. An 
examination of these data show that public leaders felt strongest about 
Extension conducting more programs using personal contact such as 
face-to-face consultation at the county level. While the Extension 
personnel tended to favor this idea as well, there was a highly 
significant difference in the means of the two groups. Public leaders 
also tended to feel that Extension should do more to train and involve 
community or volunteer leaders in Extension programs. Extension personnel 
generally concurred with the public leaders' viewpoint, but to a slightly 
lesser degree. 
While recognizing the value Extension personnel place on traditional 
delivery methods such as face-to-face, it should be noted that the highest 
mean from this group was in response to Question 5, which pertained to 
Extension using more electronic media in delivering programs if additional 
funds were provided. Public leaders, conversely, felt only some use 
should be made of these methods. The T-test showed this difference to be 
highly significant. In a related question. Extension personnel also 
tended to feel mass media should be used more to deliver programs in urban 
centers. Once again, the mean score of these two groups was significantly 
different at the 0.01 level. 
Of the 12 questions in this issue area, only two of them received 
very little support from the respondents. The least support was in 
response to Question 2, which pertained to reducing county-based staff 
Table 39. T-tests of perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward program delivery 
methods (scale = 1-5) 
Extension Public 
Question No. personnel leaders t-value Prob. 
To what extent should CES : 
conduct programs using personal contact such 
as face-to-face consultations at county ^ 5^^ 3 35 
and community levels with groups and 1 426 —250 —-4.04** 0.000 
individuals? 
reduce county-based staff and increase its 1 q? ? IQ 
programs through regional and campus- 2 412 , ' „ 226 . ' ^ -2.86** 0.004 
based specialists? ' 
use electronic media such as computer, dial- » «« T is 
a-tape, cable TV, and Interactive telephone 3 427 —238 7.52** 0.000 
with increased funding provided? 
develop and implement nationally coordinated 2 26 2 12 
TV and other mass media Extension programs 4 409 ^ 2 3 8  1 . 5 7  0 . 1 1 7  
at the expense of face-to-face delivery? 
reduce the use of traditional methods such as 2 SS ? 72 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or news- 5 414 —238 ^ -2.19* 0.029 
letters in favor of newer technologies? 
*Signlficant, p <.05. 
**Highly significant, p <.01, 
Table 39. Continued 
Extension Public 
Question No. personnel leaders t-value Prob. 
emphasize "in-depth educational programs" 
and deemphasize tec 
information giving? 
state specialists devote their time to 
articles for maga 
and weekly press? 
hnology transfer or 6 All 235 3.57** 0.000 
zines and the daily 7 416 ^ 2 3 5  2 . 2 5 *  0 . 0 2 5  
develop and implement statewide „ ,„,3.48 ^,„3.24 ^ nnn 
coordinated TV Extension programs? ® *27 -ygg 248 3.14** 0.002 
use mass media programming to deliver „ ,,„3.68 „,„3.24 ^ ^ 
programs in urban centers? ^ "779 1706 5.62** 0.000 
substitute paraprofessional help for , . 2.99 3.17 „ 
professionals in selected programs? ^ 1.06 1.02 
train and involve community or volunteer 3.61 r,,, 3.72 , „ 
leaders in Extension programs? ^23 -yg, 246 -gy -1.52 0.130 
devote resources to helping organizations S3 3 sn 
plan their programs and include Extension 12 423 —244 ' g y  0.41 0.679 
education materials in them? 
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while increasing programs through regional and campus-based specialists. 
Although a highly significant difference was detected in the mean scores, 
both groups tended to believe that only some reduction in county-based 
staff should be made. 
The other question receiving low mean scores was Number 4, which 
asked to what extent should Extension develop and implement nationally 
coordinated TV and other mass media programs at the expense of 
face-to-face delivery. Mean scores were 2.26 and 2.12 for Extension 
personnel and public leaders, respectively. 
Perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward evaluation 
and accountability 
Table 40 contains the data which reflect perceptions of Extension 
personnel and public leaders toward evaluation and accountability. The 
data suggest that in response to this issue area, public leaders tended to 
believe that Extension should do more reporting to and consulting with 
leaders of county and state major organization about their programs. They 
also felt that Extension should do more to measure the impact of its 
programs on people served. Mean scores of Extension personnel in response 
to these two items were slightly lower, but the differences were not 
significant. 
The highest means in the table for Extension personnel were for 
Questions 3 through 6, which asked to what extent should Extension inform 
the general public and the three levels of government on program benefit 
and budget management. There was very little variation in the means, 
which ranged from 4.00 to 4.04, with the general public receiving the 
Table 40. T-tests of perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward evaluation and 
accountability (scale = 1-5) 
Question 
Extension Public 
No. personnel leaders t-value Prob, 
To what extent should CES : 





.84 -1.46 0.146 
report to and consult with leaders of the 
major organizations of the county and 
state about its programs? 
inform governors and state legislators on 
benefits and budget management? 
inform the U.S. Congress and the U.S. 
executive branch on program impact and 
budget management? 
inform county government and committees on 
program impact and budget management? 
inform the general public on program 







































**Highly significant, p<.01. 
Table 40. Continued 
Extension Public 
Question No, personnel leaders t-value Prob. 
establish a state and nationally coordinated , 3.06 2.92 . ,^ n l a i  
evaluation and accountability system? 1.13 1.14 
emphasize programs which will produce easily 2 40 2 72 
measured changes and results as opposed to 8 406 ^ ,  233 .' p -3.44** 0.001 
more subjective results? 
1 
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highest mean and governors and state legislators the lowest. Although the 
data suggest that public leaders generally tended to believe that 
Extension should be more accountable to the various legislative bodies and 
the general public, they did not feel as strongly as the Extension 
personnel. The T-tests performed on the responses determined that these 
differences were highly significant. 
All of the findings presented in this chapter were relevant to the 
three hypotheses stated in the first chapter. These findings were used to 
determine if the hypotheses should be rejected or found tenable. An 
examination of the findings clearly shows that significant differences did 
occur in the perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders toward 
the future direction of the Cooperative Extension Service when grouped by 
selected demographic variables. There were also significant differences 
in the perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders when 
contrasted as two groups. Therefore, the three hypotheses identified for 
this study were rejected. 
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DISCUSSION 
The discussion of the findings in this chapter will be made as they 
relate to the four issue areas identified in the first chapter. The issue 
areas are: program philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities; roles, 
responsibilities, and resources; program delivery methods; and evaluation 
and accountability. 
Discussion Relevant to Program Philosophy, 
Mission, Goals, and Priorities 
The Extension personnel and public leaders who participated in this 
study left little doubt about the direction they felt Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service (ICES) should follow during this decade in regard to 
program philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities. While no single item 
on the instrument was supported unanimously by all of the respondents, 
their collective responses do provide some insight into changes they feel 
are important for the future. 
Traditionally, the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) has 
focused on providing research results in subject matter areas such as 
agriculture, natural resources, and home economics to farm families 
throughout Iowa. In the future, however, based on the findings of this 
study, the ICES needs to reach out to the total land-grant university for 
research results and other information to pass on to an ever-changing 
clientele. These findings were consistent with those of the national 
"Extension in the '80s" survey reported by Forest and Eriksson (1983). 
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The findings also suggest that the ICES needs to recognize a growing 
clientele group located in urban areas throughout the state. Although it 
may seem surprising, these people are seeking information in subject 
matter areas such as agriculture, natural resources, and home economics. 
Urban dwellers are also interested in having 4-H activities made available 
in their communities. 
Although the need to increase a variety of Extension programs into 
urban areas surfaced as highly important to the respondents, this idea was 
identified many years earlier. The study conducted by Hughes in 1931 as 
reported in the Extension Service Review (1933) and also the Joint 
Committee Report (1948) recommended that Extension had an obligation to 
address the needs of non-farm rural and urban residents to whatever extent 
available resources would allow. 
A final item that needs to be addressed in this issue area pertains 
to the ICES extending knowledge from other USDA agencies such as Forestry, 
Agricultural Stabilization Conservation Service (ASCS), Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS), and others. Generally speaking, this idea received little 
support from the respondents as a whole. It should be noted, however, 
that Extension personnel having an agricultural assignment were somewhat 
favorable toward working with these other agencies. Apparently, a 
recommendation from the national study known as "A People and a Spirit" 
(1968) which called for the Cooperative Extension Service to be the 
"educational arm" of the USDA had little or no influence on the 
participants of this study. 
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Discussion Relevant to Roles, 
Responsibilities, and Resources 
The responses of Extension personnel and public leaders toward the 
future roles, responsibilities, and resources of the ICES were very 
consistent throughout this issue area. Both groups agreed that Extension 
should continue to respond first to needs and problems identified at the 
local level. Although it was expected that this item would be supported 
by the respondents, it was surprising that Extension personnel had a 
higher mean than the public leaders. Forest and Eriksson (1983) found the 
responses at the national level to be very similar to those in Iowa. One 
possible explanation for this might be that public leaders actually 
believe Extension responds to local needs and problems to a greater degree 
than do Extension personnel. 
Additional evidence that Extension should focus on local needs first 
can be found by examining the means to the question that asked to what 
extent should ICES provide feedback to researchers on locally perceived 
needs. It is obvious that both Extension personnel and public leaders 
believe that research is one of the best ways to solve problems in the 
local community. Once again, these same findings were reported by Forest 
and Eriksson ( 1983) for the nation as a whole. 
The only other question in this issue area that received support from 
the respondents pertained to relying on user fees for services, such as 
soil testing, which are provided by ICES. It is important to note that 
the mean of the public leaders was actually higher than it was for 
Extension personnel. This suggests that clientele recognize the need to 
pay for certain services if they are to be retained in the future. In 
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response to a related question which suggested that ICES should rely on 
user fees for other things such as publications or to help defray the 
expenses incurred by holding meetings, the mean scores were considerably 
lower. Why is reliance on user fees for some services supported and 
others not? Perhaps it is the relatively high cost involved in soil 
testing as compared to rather inexpensive publications, or it could be the 
many problems associated with assessing an equitably fee" for attendance at 
Extension meetings which may have caused some objection to this idea. 
Would the cost be the same for every meeting, regardless of attendance, or 
would other factors have to be considered? The most logical answer is 
that Extension personnel and public leaders alike believe that some 
services provided by ICES, such as open meetings and having access to a 
variety of high-quality publications, are an inalienable right of the 
clientele served. 
Of the ten questions contained in this issue area, eight had means of 
3.00 or above. The two questions that had means below this level were 
related, and this fact has some significance to ICES. The findings 
suggest that public leaders consistently are not supportive of ICES 
programs which reflect national priorities identified at the federal level 
of Extension. They were also unfavorable to the federal Extension office 
of the USDA conducting TV, radio, and other mass media education and 
information programs for the public instead of relying on the individual 
states to conduct these types of programs. Considering the importance 
public leaders placed on ICES responding to needs and problems identified 
at the local level, this reaction was expected. If the ICES is to expand 
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or maintain its present value to the people of Iowa, caution should be 
used when implementing programs originating at the national level. 
However, the findings do suggest that public leaders in Iowa are receptive 
to some programs which are identified at the university and state level. 
It is obvious they feel Extension personnel at the state level can relate 
to local community needs. These feelings expressed by Iowa public leaders 
were echoed in the national "Extension in the '80s" study as reported by 
Forest and Eriksson (1983). 
Discussion Relevant to 
Program Delivery Methods 
The findings that pertain to program delivery methods show that while 
Extension personnel and public leaders agree on what ICES should not do, 
there is considerable variation on what they feel should be done. There 
is a consensus of opinion that neither group favors reducing county-based 
staff while increasing the number of programs conducted by regional and 
campus-based specialists. While it is certainly understandable that 
Extension personnel would not favor eliminating positions by reducing 
county-based staff, it is less clear why public leaders would concur. It 
was shown by Warner et al. (1975) and Pittman et al. (1976) that little 
difference was perceived in program effectiveness when judged by a variety 
of staffing patterns. The likely explanation is that public leaders are 
more confident their needs will be met if Extension personnel are officed 
within the community. 
The other question that had low means pertained to what extent ICES 
should develop and implement nationally coordinated TV and other mass 
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media programs at the expense of face-to-face delivery. This question was 
worded so that the respondents could react to the idea of programs being 
developed and implemented at the national level or that face-to-face 
delivery methods would be reduced. Considering the responses of Extension 
personnel and public leaders toward national influence of local programs 
in the previous issue area discussed, it is assumed the low means are 
attributable to the suggestion that face-to-face delivery methods would be 
reduced. 
The concern about face-to-face delivery methods was addressed in 
another question when the respondents were asked to what extent ICES 
should use this type of methodology. This, question was viewed to be very 
important by the public leaders. In fact, the highest mean identified in 
this issue area by public leaders was in response to this question. There 
can be little doubt that public leaders prefer that personal contact be 
used to conduct programs at the county level. However, it should be noted 
that some use of electronic media would be acceptable if used in 
conjunction with personal contact. 
While public leaders indicated a reserved attitude toward the use of 
electronic media to conduct programs. Extension personnel rated this item 
the highest. Additional evidence.of their positive attitude toward the 
use of mass media is found in the question about using this approach in 
delivering programs in urban areas. Public leaders responded with a 
significantly lower mean to this question. What can be done about this 
obvious difference in opinion in regard to new technology? One solution 
would be to gradually incorporate the use of these new delivery methods 
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into programs where personal contact is very high. Perhaps over time 
public leaders will adjust to these new delivery methods. 
In spite of obvious differences on a number of questions in this 
issue area, there were two in which there was very close agreement. First 
was the need to train and involve community or volunteer leaders in ICES 
programs. The findings suggest that both Extension personnel and public 
leaders felt this was important to ICES and the clientele they serve. 
Similar findings were reported by Forest and Marshall (1977). 
The final item of importance in this issue area pertained to the 
extent ICES should devote resources to helping organizations plan their 
programs and include Extension education materials with them. This need 
for ICES to become involved with organizations was recognized and 
addressed by the Joint Committee Report (1948). 
Discussion Relevant to 
Evaluation and Accountability 
The need for evaluation and accountability in Extension has been 
discussed practically as long as the organization has been in existence. 
Charters (1933) and later Ramsower (1934) were some of the early 
advocates. More recently, Andrews (1983) restated much of what those 
early Extension leaders proclaimed was a necessity. 
The data indicate that Extension personnel in Iowa are committed to 
informing all levels of government and the general public on program 
benefits and budget management. Although the variation was hardly 
measurable, they did indicate that accountability to the general public 
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was of utmost importance. Following in order were: U.S. Congress and the 
executive branch; county government; and governors and state legislators. 
Although Extension personnel recognize the need to inform the various 
legislative bodies and general public in regard to what they are doing, 
are they equipped for such an undertaking? How would they begin to 
contact the governor, state legislators, or members of the U.S. Congress? 
This could be a topic for in-services or annual conferences in the future. 
While the public leaders were generally very supportive of ICES being 
accountable to these various groups, it was not of utmost importance to 
them. The primary concern was that ICES report to and consult with 
leaders of the major organizations of the county and state about its 
programs. They also felt very strongly about ICES measuring the impact of 
programs on the clientele they serve. Extension personnel concurred with 
similar responses. 
Although both recognize the importance of evaluation and 
accountability, they did not react favorably to establishing such a system 
at the state and national level. Once again, it appears that there is and 
will continue to be resistance to state and federal intervention into 
local concerns. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to identify the future direction of the 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) as perceived by Extension 
personnel and selected public leaders in regard to four issue areas. The 
areas addressed were: program philosophy, mission, goals, and priorities; 
roles, responsibilities, and resources; program delivery methods; and 
evaluation and accountability. The specific objectives of this research 
were: (1) to determine the perceptions of Extension personnel, regarding 
the future direction of the ICES; (2) to determine the perceptions of 
public leaders regarding the future direction of the ICES; (3) to compare 
the perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders regarding the 
future direction of the ICES; and (4) to identify changes needed in the 
ICES based on the perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders. 
The population of this study consisted of all professional staff 
members employed by the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) during 
1982. In addition, a sample of "public leaders" identified by the 
Director of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (ICES) participated in 
this study. 
The total population for this study consisted of 498 Cooperative 
Extension Service professionals and 716 public leaders. A total of 687 
questionnaires were returned, representing 56.59 percent of the total. 
The response rate for the Extension personnel and public leaders was 86.95 
and 35.47 percent, respectively. 
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Permission was obtained from the Director of the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service to use data which had been collected in April and May of 
1982. These data, which were gathered in Iowa as part of the national 
"Extension in the '80s" survey, were jointly sponsored by the National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULCG) and 
the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 
The instrument was developed by a staff/design team appointed by the 
President of the NASULGC and the Secretary of Agriculture with final 
approval rights reserved by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 
Data collected in this study were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSSx: User's Guide, 1983) at the computer 
facilities of Iowa State University. Statistical procedures included 
frequencies, analysis of variance, Cronbach Alpha test for reliability, 
and t-tests. All data were analyzed with an alpha level of 0.05 set as 
the critical standard for testing the hypotheses. 
The distribution of the Extension personnel and public leaders was 
analyzed based on selected demographic variables. The variables that 
•pertained to Extension personnel were: length of service; population of 
county; county position; and state or area position. Public leader 
variables were: position; type of organization; population of county; 
years service on couoncil or board; and familiarity with Extension. 
Of the 433 Extension personnel who participated in this study, 208 
(48 percent) had been employed for 10 years or more. There were 137 
(31.64 peracent) who had served 3 to 9 years and 73 (16.86 percent) with 
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under 3 years of tenure. Fifteen (3.46 percent) did not indicate their 
length of service. 
The only Extension personnel who were asked to indicate the 
population of their county were those who were assigned to a county 
position. Of this number, 212 (79.40 percent) worked in counties having 
less than 100,000 people. Another 20 (8.58 percent) were in counties 
having 100,000 to 200,000 people, while 12 (5.15 percent) lived in 
counties with populations of 200,000 to 400,000. Only 4 (1.72 percent) 
respondents were assigned to counties o:; over 400,000 people. Twelve (5.5 
percent) county personnel did not respond to this question. 
Those Extension personnel serving ir. county positions were then asked 
to indicate their primary subject matter area of responsibility. Of 
these, 108 (46.35 percent) selected agriculture or agribusiness, 71 (19-74 
percent) home economics, 146 (30.47 percent) 4-H and youth, 2 (0.86 
percent) community resource development, and 6 (2.58 percent) all other 
types. 
The remaining Extension personnel were assigned to state or area 
positions and their distribution was as follows: 102 (51 percent) 
agriculture or agribusiness; II (5.50 percent) 4-H and youth; 30 (15 
percent) home economics; 24 (12 percent) community resource development; 
and 33 (16.50 percent) all other types. 
All of the 254 public leaders who participated in this study were 
asked to select one of eight categories which best described their 
position. For those who responded, 73 (28.85 percent) were categorized as 
an organizational president, secretary, or executive. There were 5 who 
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served as a dean or administrator of a college, school, or experimental 
station, and 1 (0.33 percent) was president of an 1862 or 1890 
institution. Of those who remained, 5 (1.98 percent) were public media 
representatives, 13 (5.12 peracent) state agency administrator, 5 (1.98 
peracent) administered a federal agency, 78 (30.83 percent) served on a 
county Extension committee, council, or board, and 60 (23.72 percent) were 
other local. Fourteen (5.53 percent) chose not to identify their 
respective positions. 
The 94 public leaders who had earlier identified their position as 
being an organizational president, secretary, or executive were then asked 
to specify the type of organization to which they belonged. Of this 
number, 14 (14.89 percent) selected civil or service, 31 (32.98 percent) 
business, trade, or professional, 23 (24.47 percent) were farm, 16 (17.02 
percent) youth or family, 7 (7.45 peracent) political, and 3 (3.19 
percent) conservation or environmental. 
The distribution of public leaders by population of their couonty was 
limited to those respondents who were public media representatives, were 
serving on a county Extension committee, couoncil, or board, and those who 
were identified as all other local. This grouping showed that 130 (88.44 
percent) of the public leaders were from counties of less than 100,000 
people. There were 10 (6.80 percent) from counties with 100,000 to 
200,000 people, 6 (4.08 percent) from counties of 200,00 to 400,000, and 
only 1 (0.68 percent) from a county of more than 400,000 people. 
Those public leaders who were serving on a couonty Extension 
committee, council, or board were also asked the number of years they had 
168 
served in this position. There were 26 (33.77 percent) who had served for 
under 3 years, 50 (64.93 percent) for 3 to 9 years, and only 1 who had 
given more than 10 years of service. 
The final demographic characteristic pertained to how familiar the 
public leaders believed they were with Cooperative Extension Service. For 
this category, all public leaders were asked to respond. This group 
consisted of 142 (55.91 percent) who were very familiar, 76 (29.92 
percent) who were somewhat familiar, and only 3 (1.18 percent) who felt 
they were not familiar at all. There were 33 (12.99 percent) leaders who 
did not indicate their familiarity. 
The findings of this study were presented as they related to the 
three hypotheses stated in the first chapter. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were 
tested by using a one-way analysis of variance and Hypothesis 3 utilized 
T-tests. Scheffe'a posteriori contrasts were used at the 0.05 level of 
significance in conjunction with the analysis of variance. 
To aid the reader in understanding the findings presented in this 
study, the numerical value assigned to each point on the Likert type scale 
was reversed. In addition, the no opinion response was not used in the 
computation of the means. Hypothesis 1 stated that there are no 
significant differences in the perceptions of Extension personnel toward 
the future direction of the Cooperative Extension Service when grouped by 
selected demographic variables. The demographic variables used in the 
study were: length of service; population of county; county position; and 
state or area position. 
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The first demographic variable to be used for grouping was length of 
service. When grouped this way, Extension personnel were very supportive 
of extending knowledge from the total land-grant university. This 
included traditional programs pertaining to agriculture, natural 
resources, home economics, and 4-H into urban areas and some traditional 
programs to farm and other rural residents. Extension personnel with 3 to 
9 years of service and those with 10 or more years favored limiting the 
number of subject matter areas, while serving both rural and urban people. 
Personnel with under 3 years of service disagreed. This difference was 
highly significant. 
The item receiving the strongest and most unanimous support from this 
group pertained to responding to locally perceived needs and problems and 
providing feedback to researchers. Recognizing the need for additional 
sources of financial assistance, they also indicated more reliance on user 
fees for services such as soil testing was necessary. However, they were 
not favorable toward relying on fees for other services such as 
publications or to assist in defraying the expenses of holding meetings. 
The most negative reaction from this group came in response to a 
question which referred to reducing county-based staff while increasing 
programs through regional and campus-based specialists. It was obvious 
they believed this is still one of the most effective ways to deliver 
programs. Another delivery method they favored was electronic media such 
as computers, dial-a-tape, cable TV, and interactive telephone. In 
addition, the face-to-face approach and utilizing community or volunteer 
leaders is still preferred by many. 
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Some of the highest and most consistent means recorded by this group 
were in response to questions pertaining to evaluation and accountability. 
They perceive a need to inform the local, state, and federal levels of 
government as well as the general public on program impact and budget 
management. There was also support to measure the impact of programs on 
people served. However, they did not favor the direction for this 
undertaking to come in the form of a state and nationally coordinated 
evaluation and accountability system. They were even less supportive of 
emphasizing programs which would produce easily measured results as 
opposed to those whose results would be more subjective in nature. 
When grouping Extension personnel by the population of their county, 
it was necessary to combine the responses of those individuals from 
counties with populations of 100,000 to 200,000; 200,000 to 400,000; and 
over 400,000 into one. As a result, the analysis involved Extension 
personnel from counties of less than or more than 100,000 people. It 
should also be noted that there was considerable variation in the number 
of individuals in each group; therefore, caution is urged when using these 
data. 
The mean scores of Extension personnel when grouped by the population 
of their county were in general similar to those when grouped by length of 
service. One notable difference that did occur was in response to 
Extension extending research results and information from a variety of 
subject matter areas, but including agriculture, natural resources, and 
home economics to farm and other rural residents. Personnel from counties 
of over 100,000 people were not supportive at all. Ironically, those 
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individuals from the smaller counties were willing to limit the number of 
subject matter areas taught so both rural and urban people could be 
served. 
Another question that had some variation pertained to relying on user 
fees for services such as soil testing. In this instance. Extension 
personnel from the less populated counties responded with a lower mean. 
Most of the variation from this grouping was in response to the issue 
area of program delivery methods. Extension personnel from counties of 
under 100,000 people were the most supportive group of face-to-face 
delivery methods. They also provided much of the opposition to reducing 
county-based staff. 
In regard to evaluation and accountability, one mean score deserves 
attention. Extension personnel in counties of over 100,000 tended to 
favor the establishment of a state and nationally coordinated evaluation 
and accountability system. 
The responses of Extension personnel when county position was given 
were again very similar to the first tv/o groupings. However, this was 
expected as they were the same individuals who responded when grouped by 
population of the county, the only difference being that this distribution 
was based on their primary subject matter responsibility in the county. 
It should be noted, however, that when grouped this way, there were more 
significant differences indicated than in either of the previous two 
groupings. 
Extension personnel, when grouped by state or area position, have the 
notable distinction of having the highest number of significant 
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differences identified for their responses than in any of the other 
groupings. There were also several instances when some of the responses 
were noticeably different from the norm. 
Although state and area personnel in general favor expansion into 
urban areas, those individuals in agriculture positions tended to be much 
less supportive. They also did not favor increasing 4-H activities into 
these areas. In addition, agriculture personnel were the least supportive 
of extending knowledge from the total land-grant university. 
In reference to Extension emphasizing programs dealing with local 
public issues which may involve conflicting points of view, home 
economists and community resource development personnel were very much in 
favor. The same two groups supported these types of programs if they 
dealt with national or state, identified public issues. In addition, state 
and area home economists were by far the most supportive group toward 
Extension programs reflecting shifting life styles, values, and attitudes 
of society, families, and individuals. 
In regard to the extent Extension programs should respond to locally 
perceived needs and problems, all personnel at the state or area level 
tended to be slightly less supportive than those at the county level. 
However, they were more supportive of Extension conducting applied 
research on local problems as opposed to demonstrating research findings 
than were the county personnel. 
The responses of state and area personnel toward program delivery 
methods did have one obvious variation that warrants mentioning. These 
groups were the strongest advocates of reducing county-based staff and 
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increasing the programs through regional and campus-based specialists. It 
should be noted, however, that of the four types of positions analyzed, 
the home economists were the least supportive. 
The only issue area addressed that had unanimity in the responses of 
state and area professionals with the rest of the Extension personnel 
pertained to evaluation and accountability. Somewhat unexpectedly, 
though, this group indicated that being accountable to the general public 
was slightly less important than to the three levels of government. This 
was the only group to feel so inclined. It is obvious after examining the 
responses of Extension personnel that a number of significant differences 
did occur in their perceptions. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 stated that there are not significant differences in the 
perceptions of public leaders toward the future direction of the 
Cooperative Extension Service when grouped by selected demographic 
variables. Those variables were: position; type of organization; 
population of county; years service on council or board; and familiarity 
with Extension. 
The findings of this study show that the public leaders were a much 
more homogeneous group in their responses than were the Extension 
personnel. In fact, there were less than half as many significant 
differences identified for the public leaders than there was for the 
Extension personnel. Half of this number occurred when they were grouped 
by position. 
For the position category, all public leaders were asked to indicate 
the position they held in the community. Originally, there was a total of 
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eight possible choices they could make. However, insufficient numbers in 
five of the categories necessitated eliminating those responses from the 
analysis. The remaining groups were: organizational president, 
secretary, executive; county Extension committee, council, or board; and 
other local. 
When grouped by position, public leaders were supportive of Extension 
providing more research results and information from a variety of subject 
matter areas including agriculture, natural resources, and home economics 
to farm and other rural residents. They also favored extending research 
results and other information from colleges of agriculture, natural 
resources, and houie economics to people living in urban areas. This 
included 4-H activities as well with the exception of organizational 
leaders. 
In response to roles, responsibilities, and resources, this group 
felt very strongly in regard to Extension responding to locally perceived 
needs and problems. There was also some support for reliance on user fees 
for some services, but to a slightly lesser extent. 
Somewhat surprisingly, organization leaders and other locals were not 
as opposed to reducing county-based staff as might have been expected. It 
should be noted, however, that the mean of public leaders serving on a 
county Extension committee was significantly lower than the other two 
groups. All three public leader groups did support retaining traditional 
delivery methods such as face-to-face consultation at the local level and 
training and involving community leaders in Extension programs. 
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The responses of public leaders to questions pertaining to evaluation 
and accountability indicated they felt Extension should measure the imparl 
of programs on clientele. They also felt that Extension should be more 
accountable to the three levels of government and the general public. 
There was not much variation in the responses of public leaders to 
the four issue areas when grouped by the remaining four demographic 
variables. To illustrate this fact, consider that the analysis of 
variance identified only seven significant differences in the remaining 15 
tables. Most of the variation in the responses that did occur that were 
not significantly different was attributable primarily to two groups. 
These two groups were organization leaders who indicated their type of 
organization as business, trade, or professional, and those public leaders 
living in counties with a population greater than 100,000 people. 
With a few exceptions, the public leaders who participated in this 
study were in general agreement about most of the questions that pertained 
to the four issue areas. There were also 14 significant differences 
identified in their responses by the analysis of variance. Therefore, 
Hypothesis 2 was rejected. 
The third and final hypothesis stated that there are no significant 
differences in the peraceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders 
toward the future direction of the Cooperative Extension Service. T-tests 
were performed on the responses of the Extension personnel and public 
leaders to each question on the instrument. 
The findings indicate that Extension personnel, for the most part, 
felt stronger about Extension placing more emphasis on all types of 
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programs in urban areas than did the public leaders. They also tended to 
be more favorable toward extending knowledge from the total land-grant 
university. Conversely, the public leaders indicated slightly more 
support for extending a variety of subject matter areas including 
agriculture, natural resources, and home economics to farm and other rural 
residents. 
Both Extension personnel and public leaders alike felt Extension 
should respond more to locally perceived needs and problems in the future. 
They also agreed that more feedback should be given to researchers on what 
these needs are. 
Public leaders were surprisingly more in favor of Extension relying 
on user fees for some services such as soil testing than were Extension 
personnel. However, neither group favored reliance on user fees for 
services such as publications or to help defray the expenses of holding 
meetings. 
In regard to future delivery methods, it was found that Extension 
personnel favored the use of electronic media to a significantly greater 
extent than did the public leaders. While both groups were favorable to 
more traditional methods such as face-to-face, it was the public leaders 
who indicated the strongest support for this approach. 
Both groups indicated that Extension should do more to train and 
involve community or volunteer leaders in Extension programs. Neither 
group wanted Extension to reduce county-based staff while increasing the 
number of programs through regional and campus-based specialists. 
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Although several significant differences were identified in the 
evaluation and accouontability issue area, the two groups were more 
homogeneous than may be suggested by observing the findings. Public 
leaders felt strongest about Extension measuring the impact of their 
programs on clientele and reporting to and consulting with leaders of 
major county and state organizations. Extension personnel were slightly 
more concerned about Extension informing the three levels of government 
and the general public on program impact and budget management. The 
formation of a state and nationally coordinated evaluation and 
accountability system was not supported by either group. Even less 
support was offered for Extension to emphasize programs which would 
produce easily measured results as opposed to more subjective results. 
The findings show that in spite of the number of significant 
differences identified by the T-tests, Extension personnel and public 
leaders were in general agreement about the direction ICES should follow 
in the future. However, because significant differences were indicated. 
Hypothesis 3 was rejected. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the findings of this study, the following conclusions are 
made : 
1. Extension personnel and public leaders felt that Extension should 
extend knowledge from the total land-grant university. This support was 
for a variety of subject matter areas including agriculture, natural 
resources, and home economics as well as 4-H activities into urban and 
rural areas. 
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2. ICES should do more to respond to locally perceived needs and 
problems. Feedback should also be provided to researchers and involve 
them in addressing these needs. 
3. Reliance on user fees for services such as soil testing is 
encouraged but not for services such as publications or to help defray the 
expenses of holding meetings. 
4. Extension personnel and public leaders both supported ICES 
conducting programs utilizing personal contact such as face-to-face 
delivery at the county level. It should be noted that while Extension 
personnel favored using electronic media to deliver programs, the public 
leaders did not. 
5. ICES should do more to train and involve community or volunteer 
leaders in Extension programs. 
6. Neither of the responding groups favored reducing county-based 
staff while increasing the number of programs through regional or 
campus-based specialists. 
7. ICES should increase efforts to measure the impact of their 
programs on the people they serve and report to and consult with leaders 
of the major county and state organizations. 
8. ICES should increase accountability efforts to local, state, and 
national legislative bodies as well as to the general public. However, 
the establishment of a state and nationally coordinated evaluation and 
accouontability system was not strongly supported. 
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Recommendations 
This study was designed to determine the perceptions of Extension 
personnel and public leaders in Iowa toward the future direction of the 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service. Based upon the findings and 
conclusions drawn, the following recommendations are made: 
1. A continuing effort should be made by ICES to provide the results 
of research and other information from all colleges of Iowa State 
University to all residents of the state. When resources allow, 
additional programming efforts should be made into the urban areas. 
2. Additional efforts are needed by ICES to respond to locally 
perceived needs. Since county Extension personnel have the most and 
closest contact with extension clientele, some training may be needed to 
help them identify these needs. This information should them be made 
available to the appropriate researcher wherever they may be located. 
3. ICES should attempt to identify those services which clientele 
are willing to pay for on an as needed basis. Once identified, ICES 
should establish and collect an equitable fee for those services. 
4. ICES should continue to use personal contact such as face-to-face 
consultation when delivering programs at the county level based on the 
preferences of the public leaders. However, because Extension personnel 
felt so strongly about utilizing some of the newer technology, ICES should 
encourage the use of these other delivery approaches. Training should be 
conducted where necessary to assist Extension personnel in making the use 
of new technology more acceptable to the clientele they serve. 
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5. ICES should increase the involvement of community and volunteer 
leaders in local Extension programs. Training should be conducted for 
Extension personnel on how to involve these leaders. Training should also 
be made available for public leaders so they can contribute more to 
Extension programs in their areas. 
6. Caution should be used by administrators of ICES regarding any 
changes to be made in present staffing patterns of ICES. If any changes 
are made, the feelings of local personnel should be considered during the 
decision making process. 
7. Where appropriate, assistance should be given to Exension 
personnel to assist them in conducting an evaluation of their programs. 
8. ICES should increase efforts to inform the legislative bodies at 
the local, state, and national level on program impact and budget 
management. This effort should include the general public as well. 
Training should be provided for all Extension personnel who require 
assistance in such an undertaking. 
9. This study should be conducted again within 5 years to determine 
if the perceptions of Extension personnel and public leaders have changed. 
10- Results of this study should be made available to administrators 
of the ICES so they may utilize any information contained within for the 
betterment of the organization. 
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APPENDIX A. 
COVER LETTER TO EXTENSION PERSONNEL 
I 
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of Science and Technoh. 
Cooperative Extension Service 
Administrative Offices 
# CurtissHall 
Telephone 515-294-45 76 
n^es, Iowa 50011 
April 20, 1982 
To: Iowa State University Extension 
Staff and Administrators 
Re: Your opinions about Extension in the 1980s 
As you probably are aware, USDA Secretary John Block and Robert Clodius, 
President of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant 
Colleges, have appointed a National Committee to develop recommendations 
about the future of the Cooperative Extension Service. 
That Committee has approved the enclosed questionnaire as one means of 
getting information to help them in their judgments. 
The Committee final report, due at the end of 1982, is important to all of 
us. I urge your quick and considered response — and thank you in advance 
for this half-hour of your time. 
Please read the introductory section covering instructions and issues very 
carefully; then use a pencil as suggested to fill out the questionnaire, 
as this will be machine tabulated. Do not remove the staple, but question­
naires may be folded. 
Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by May 7 or before. 
All individual responses will be confidential. No names are requested. 
Again, thank you very much! 
Sincerely 




Programs and aciiviiies of Cooperative Extension Service are 
avaiiaoie an potential clientele without regard to race, color 
sei or national origin Anyone who teets discnminateC dQ<iinsi snou't] send a rompiamt within 180 days to the 
Secretary of Agriculture Washington ÛC 20260 
AND JUSTICE FOR ALL 
Iowa State Univenity and U. S. Department of Agriculture cooperating 
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APPENDIX B. 
COVER LETTER TO PUBLIC LEADERS 
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ÎOWQ StfltC University «/ Sderue and Technolt^  Ames, loua 50011 
Cooperative Extension Service 




To: Leaders and Selected Citizens of Iowa 
Re : Your opinions about the Cooperative Extension Service in the 1980s 
You are one of a cross section of leaders and citizens in Iowa whose opin­
ions are being requested for an ioportant survey. We would appreciate 
your taking the time to read the rather detailed instructions and respond 
within the next ten days. 
USDA Secretary John Block and Robert Clodius, President of the National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC), have 
appointed a National Committee to make recommendations — establish guide­
lines — for the future operations and programs of the Cooperative Extension 
Service. 
The Committee's report, to be conçleted in 1982, will be important to the 
future direction, scope, and operation of this program nationally, at the 
universities, and in the counties. 
The Committee is using data from many sources. One Important source is the 
enclosed questionnaire. I hope you will read it — and use a pencil as sug­
gested in completing it. Please do not remove the staple, but the question­
naires may be folded. 
We will surely appreciate your returning the questionnaire in the enclosed 
envelope before May 7. Responses from each state are being tabulated sep­
arately as well as aggregated nationally. I'm sure we will find the results 
useful at the state level as well. 
All individual responses will be confidential. No names are requested. 




. . AND JUSTICE FOR ALL 
Programs ano aclivittes ol Cooperative Extenston Service are 
avaiiatXe to all potential clientele without regard to race, color, 
sex or national origm Anyone who teels OAcrimmated 
against should send a complaint witnm 180 days to the 
Secretary ot Agriculture. Washington. 0 C 202S0 
Robert L. Crom 
Director 
Iowa State University and U. S. Department of Agriculture cooperating 
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APPENDIX C. 
DIRECTIONS TO EXTENSION PERSONNEL 
Dû m REMOVE IHE STAPLE EEÛtt THESE FORMS. 
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INSTROCTIONS FC5 COMPLETING THE SOKVEY 
(Professional Extenaion Staff) 
Your response to this questionnaire is extremely important! Data 
will be summarized and used by the National 'Extension in the '80s' 
committee, currently developing a report on the future of Cooperative 
Extension Services in this country. 
We are conducting this survey using special computerized answer forms. 
This is being done to keep down the costs of collecting and analyzing every­
one's opinions concerning the questions we are asking. We recognize this 
form may be somewhat cumbersome. However, it is a low cost, efficient method 
for analyzing survey responses and, if used carefully, should cause you a 
minimum of confusion. 
Since this form is a special kind of form, we are asking you to be very 
careful in filling in your emswers to each of the questions. In order to be 
certain you know what to do and how to do it correctly, we have included some 
important directions below. If you follow these directions, the computer will 
be able to process your answers quickly and correctly. 
1. Ose a dark lead pencil only. 00 NOT use ink. Preferably, use a 
number 2 pencil. 
2. 00 NOT make any stray marks on the answer sheet. Fill in only the 
circles that correspond to your answers. 
3. If you erase, try to do so cleanly. 00 NOT use a white paint 
available for use in correcting typing errors. 




On the top of side 1 of the first 
special answer sheet (labeled "page 1") are several 
answer sections. The section you need to use first is labeled 'IDENTIPICATION'. 
(Ignore the sections "Special Codes" and "General Codes'.) This section is on 
the top right part of page 1. There are 10 columns in this section, labeled 
"A", "B", "C", ... "J". After you've located this section, read the instructions 
below: 
1. In column A of this section, write in the one number of the code (see 
below) and fill in the circle of the category that most closely 
indicates your length of service: 
code category description 
1 under 3 years 
2 from 3 to 9 yeairs 
3 10 years or mor% 
2. If you are a county or multi-county staff person, fill in columns B 
and C using the codes below; 192 
In column B, describe the population of your county as closely 
as possible: 
code category description 
1 under 100,000 persons 
2 100,000 to 200,000 persons 
3 200,000 to 400,000 persons 
4 400,000 or more persons 
In column C, fill in the circle that most closely describes 
your type of position: 
code category description 
1 Agri/Agri-Business 
2 4-H Youth 
3 Home Economics 
4 Community Resource Development 
5 All other types 
3. If you are Statewide or District Based Staff, in column D please 
indicate your position type as closely as possible using the codes 
below: 
code category description 
1 Agri/Agri-Business 
2 4-H Youth 
3 Home Economics 
4 Community Resource Developaent 
5 All other types 
Please go on to answer the rest of the questions on the attached answer 
sheets. 
ISSUE SECTION 
In the '30s, CES, like other public institutions, will be working in a 
world of limited resources, hence increased emphasis on priorities and 
efficiency. In addition, alternative sources of information and self-help 
assistance are increasingly available. This Joint National Committee effort 
addresses four issue areas: (1) CES mission and priorities, (2) partnership 
roles, (3) efficiency of program delivery, and (4) evaluation and account­
ability. Below are four descriptive statements on these issues. Please 
read each of the four descriptions before responding to the questions on 
the answer sheets. 
I. PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY. MISSION, GOALS, AND PRIORITIES 
The primary mission of the Cooperative Extension Services (CES) as stated 
in the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 and amended and rewritten in 1953 has remained 
the same: 'to aid in the diffusion among the people of the United States, use­
ful and practical information on the subjects relating to agriculture and home 
economics and to encourage the application of the same." Its purpose was/is 
to accelerate the adoption of research findings from the U.S.D.A. and the 
Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics by 4-H members. farmers, and farm 
families. CES was identified early as the 'educational arm' of the U.S.D.A. 
and to thus disseminate appropriate information through educational progreuss 
from the other U.S.D.A. agencies such as Agricultural Research Service, Soil 
Conservation Service, and Forest Service in conducting its programs. CES also 
was established as the educational arm to extend the resources from the land-
grant colleges in response to the problems and needs of the people. 
The initial and subsequent legislation did not define program scope. 
As society has changed and become more complex, so has research and CES. 
Additional U.S.D.A. agencies have developed, thus making the 'educational arm" 
task more complex, and other federal departments and agencies have desired to 
establish their own extension system. Progress in industry and agriculture 
resulted in the age of specialization. Research expanded to respond to the 
needs of the agricultural industry in total and rural community needs in 
total, of which modern farm production is one part. CES likewise expanded 
its role with the qenutaL public. Problems and Lntereals du not confine 
themselves to location of residents, sources of income, or 1pvfIs of income. 
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Many viewpoints have resulted from evaluations and analyses. Some 
suggest Extension's mission, program scope, and clientele coverage are too 
broad. Resources do not permit CES to attempt to be all things to all people. 
However, others suggest it should be further broadened. Some suggest CES no 
longer has a sufficient research base to respond to its breadth of educational 
programs and that program quality, public understanding, and public support 
have been challenged. Some suggest CES's mission should be to serve all the 
people and that research from colleges otherthu agriculture and home economics 
should also be extended through this federai, state and county cooperative 
system. 
I I .  ROLES, RESPONSIBILITIES. AND RESOURCES 
CES is a decentralized system. The states and local extension units have 
a high degree of flexibility in determining priorities, allocating resources, 
and developing programs unique to states, local communities, groups, and indi­
viduals. The one major determinant of programs is local expressed needs and 
issues of individuals and groups. Another is the "art of the possible" as 
expressed by the researchers and state specialists. A third is from state 
and federal departments and legislative goals and mandates. 
The U.S.O.A. and university subject-matter specialists and extension 
agents have developed a flexible, two-way information system between research 
from the U.S.S.A. and Lhe Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics and the 
many diverse, speciric problems and needs of the people in the 3,000 counties 
of America. 
This intentionally flexible and responsive system has led to questions 
regarding specific roles and responsibilities of the various partners (the 
U.S.D.A., the universities, and the state legislatures, the counties, and local 
leaders). Concerns have surfaced over: (1) funding patterns and sources; 
(2) degrees of influence by the partners on priority setting, resource alloca­
tions, and program development; (3) responsibilities for research; and (4) 
specific roles and relationships among the partners. 
I I I .  PROGRAM DELIVERY METHODS 
Throughout its history, the CES has been characterized by a network of 
professional educators, citizen volunteers, and clients, all working together 
in personal and informal settings on mutually identified problems. County-
based staff have established a trust relationship with the local people. The 
local agents and their colleagues at the land-grant universities have been 
responsive to problems of local people and groups and have become established 
as creditable sources of information. 
The staff at the county level have for the most part been generalists 
in agriculture and home economics. In many states, there are also 4-H youth 
agents and community resource development staff. Specialists have been employed 
at the state level and in some geographic areas within states. Many volunteer 
leaders and a fewer number of paraprofessionals are involved in implementing 
programs. 
Some clientele are very vocal about wanting ready access to a local 
generalist they know and trust; some prefer a highly specialized staff even 
though less accessible to people within each county. 
Mass media such as radio, TV, magazines, and the press have received 
increasing emphasis. 
CES has adopted new delivery methods (newsletters, video-tapes, home 
study courses, ceible TV, teleconferencing, computers) to reach more clientele 
and in more ways. As new technology becomes available, CES has to decide what 
the appropriate mix should be between educational face to face contacts in 
small groups and individually, and use of print and electronic technology to 
extend education and information. 
One of the issues with the new technology is cost. Another may be the 
two-way feedback and the personal touch of direct face to face teaching. 
Priorities and resources must be decided. A third issue is education versus 
just "information giving" or technology transfer. 
IV.  EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
All publicly supported programs must be accountable. CES has traditionally 
met this requirement by responding to the needs of the people at the community 
and county levels. Participation and positive reactions have led to strong, 
informal, political, or grassroot support for its programs at local, state and 
federal levels. Increased pressure for limited public dollars from federal, 
state, and local agencies suggest increased scrutiny and greater accountability. 
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APPENDIX D. 
DIRECTIONS TO PUBLIC LEADERS 
Dû m REMOVE IHI STAPLE EfiOM IHESE MS. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY 
(Non-Extension Persons) 
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Your response to this questionnaire is extremely important: Data 
will be summarized and used by the National "Extension in the '80s' 
committee, currently developing a report on the future of Cooperative 
Extension Services in this country. 
We are conducting this survey using special computerized answer forms. 
This is being done to keep down the costs of collecting and analyzing every­
one's opinions concerning the questions we are asking. We recognize this 
form may be somewhat cumbersome. However, it is a low cost, efficient method 
for analyzing survey responses and, if used carefully, should cause you a 
minimum of confusion. 
Since this form is a special kind of form, we are asking you to be very 
careful in filling in your answers to each of the questions. In order to be 
certain you know what to do and how to do it correctly, we have included some 
important directions below. If you follow these directions, the computer will 
be able to process your answers quickly and correctly. 
1. Use a dark lead pencil only. DO NOT use ink. Preferably, use a 
number 2 pencil. 
2. DO NOT make any stray marks on the answer sheet. Fill in only the 
circles that correspond to your answers. 
3. If you erase, try to do so cleanly. DO NOT use a white paint 
available for use in correcting typing errors. 











* LITTU LUI 
il PAGE 1 
On the top of side 1 of the first 
special answer sheet (labeled "page 1") are several 
answer sections. The section you need to use first is labeled "IDENTIFICATION". 
(Ignore the sections "Special Codes" and "General Codes".) This section is on 
the top right part of page 1. There are 10 columns in this section, labeled 
"A", "B", "c", "J". After you've located this section, read the instructions 
below: 
1. In column A of this section, write in the one number of the code 
(see below) and fill in the circle for the category that is most 
appropriate for you: 
category description 
Organizational President/Secretary/Executive 
Dean/Administrator of College, School or 
experimental station 
3 President of 1862 or 1890 institution 
4 Public media representative 
5 State agency administrator 
6 Federal agency administrator - identify 
7 County Extension Committee, Council, or Board 
P Other local - identify 
2. If you marked 1 in column A, then in column B fill in the one circle 







If you filled in a 4, 7, or 8 in column A, then please give the 
following information as well: 
In column C, fill in the one code that best fits the 
population of your county: 
code category description 
1 under 100,000 persons 
2 100,000 to 200,000 persons 
3 200,000 to 400,000 persons 
4 over 400,000 persons 
Also if you filled in a 7 in column A, then in column D, fill in 
the code that best indicates the length of time you have been on 
the council or board: 
category description 
under 3 years 
from 3 to 9 years 
10 years or more 
5. Indicate in column E, (using the code below), the degree to which 
you are familiar with the Cooperative Extension Service; 
code category description 
1 very familiar 
2 somewhat familiar 
3 not familiar 
Please go on to answer the rest of the questions on the attached answer 
sheets. 
ISSUE SECTION 
In the '80s, CES, like other public institutions, will be working in a 
world of limited resources, hence increased emphasis on priorities and 
efficiency. In addition, alternative sources of information and self-help 
assistance are increasingly available. This Joint National Committee effort 
addresses four issue areas: (1) CES mission and priorities, (2) partnership 
roles, (3) efficiency of program delivery, and (4) evaluation and account­
ability. Below are four descriptive statements on these issues. Please 
read each of the four descriptions before responding to the questions on 
the answer sheets. 
I. PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY. MISSION, GOALS, AND PRIORITIES 
The primary mission of the Cooperative Extension Services (CES) as stated 
in the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 and amended and rewritten in 1953 has remained 
the same: "to aid in the diffusion among the people of the United States, use­
ful and practical information on the subjects relating to agriculture and home 
economics and to encourage the application of the same." Its purpose was/is 
to accelerate the adoption of research findings from the U.S.D.A. and the 
Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics by 4-H members, fanners, and farm 
families. CES was identified early as the "educational arm" of the U.S.D.A. 
and to thus disseminate appropriate information through educational programs 
from the other U.S.D.A. agencies such as Agricultural Research Service, Soil 
Conservation Service, and Forest Service in conducting its progreuns. CES also 
was established as the educational arm to extend the resources from the land-
grant colleges in response to the problems and needs of the people. 
The initial and subsequent legisl?"- did not define program scope. 
As society has changed and become more c 197 ix, so has research and CES. 
Additional U.S.O.A. agencies have developed, thus making the "educational arm" 
task more complex, and other federal departments and agencies have desired to 
establish their own extension system. Progress in industry and agriculture 
resulted in the age of specialization. Research expanded to respond to the 
needs of the agricultural industry in total and rural community needs in 
total, of which modern farm production is one part. CES likewise expanded 
its role with the general public. Problems and interests do not confine 
themselves to location of residents, sources of income, or levels of income. 
Many viewpoints have resulted from evaluations and analyses. Some 
suggest Extension's mission, program scope, and clientele coverage are too 
broad. Resources do not permit CES to attempt to be all things to all people. 
However, others suggest it should be further broadened. Some suggest CES no 
longer has a sufficient research base to respond to its breadth of educational 
programs and that program quality, public understanding, and public support 
have been challenged. Some suggest CES's mission should be to serve all the 
people and that research from colleges other than agriculture and home economics 
should also be extended through this federal, state and county cooperative 
system. 
I I .  ROLES, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND RESOURCES 
CES is a decentralized system. The states and local extension units have 
a high degree of flexibility in determining priorities, allocating resources, 
and developing programs unique to states, local communities, groups, and indi­
viduals. The one major determinant of programs is local expressed needs and 
issues of individuals and groups. Another is the "art of the possible" as 
expressed by the researchers and state specialists. A third is from state 
and federal departments and legislative goals and mandates. 
The U.S.D.A. and university subject-matter specialists and extension 
agents have developed a flexible, two-way information system between reseeurch 
from the U.S.D.A. and the Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics and the 
many diverse, specific problems and needs of the people in the 3,000 counties 
of America. 
This intentionally flexible and responsive system has led to questions 
regarding specific roles and responsibilities of the various paurtners (the 
U.S.D.A., the universities, and the state legislatures, the counties, and local 
leaders). Concerns have surfaced over: (1) funding patterns and sources; 
(2) degrees of influence by the partners on priority setting, resource alloca­
tions, and program development; (3) responsibilities for research; and (4) 
specific roles and relationships among the partners. 
III. PROGRAM DELIVERY METHODS 
Throughout its history, the CES has been characterized by a network of 
professional educatorsr citizen volunteers, and clients, all working together 
in personal and informal settings on mutually identified problems. County-
based staff have established a trust relationship with the local people. The 
local agents and their colleagues at the land-grant universities have been 
responsive to problems of local people and groups and have become established 
as creditable sources of information. 
The staff at the county level have for the most part been generalists 
in agriculture and home economics. In many states, there are also 4-H youth 
agents and community resource development staff. Specialists have been employed 
at the state level and in some geographic areas within states. Many volunteer 
leaders and a fewer number of paraprofessionals are involved in implementing 
programs. 
Some clientele are very vocal about wanting ready access to a local 
generalist they know and trust; some prefer a highly specialized staff even 
though less accessible to people within each county. 
Mass media such as radio, TV, magazines, and the press have received 
increasing emphasis. 
CES has adopted new delivery methods (newsletters, video-tapes, home 
study courses, cable TV, teleconferencing, computers) to reach more clientele 
and in more ways. As new technology becomes available, CES has to decide what 
the appropriate mix should be between educational face to face contacts in 
small groups and individually, and use of print and electronic technology to 
extend education and information. 
One of the issues with the new technology is cost. Another may be the 
two-way feedback and the personal touch of direct face to face teaching. 
Priorities and resources must be dec: 198 rd issue is education versus 
just "information giving" or technology transrer. 
IV.  EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
All publicly supported programs must be accountable. CES has traditionally 
met this requirement by responding to the needs of the people at the community 
and county levels. Participation and positive reactions have led to strong, 
informal, political, or grassroot support for its programs at local, state and 
federal levels. Increased pressure for limited public dollars from federal, 
state, and local agencies suggest increased scrutiny and greater accountability. 
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APPENDIX E. 
INSTRUMENT FOR EXTENSION PERSONNEL 
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PAGE 1 
Please read the passage about Program Philosophy, Mission, 
and Priorities on the attached sheets before- responding to 
questions below. 
I. PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY, MISSION. GOALS, AND PRIORITIES 
Reink the following 5 extension program areas in order of 
importance to you [for the most important area, fill in 
circle 1; for the least important, fill in circle 5 (use 
each rank only once for these first 5 items)]. 
1. agricultural production and marketing 
2. 4-H youth 
3. home economics, nutrition, and family concerns 
4. community and economic development 
5. natural and environmental resources 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
6. extending research results and information in addition 
to agriculture, natural resources and home economics 
to farm amd other rural residents? 
7. extending research results and information from 
colleges of agriculture, natural resources, and home 
economics to people in urban areas? 
8. a limited number of subject matter areas but serve both 
rural and urban people? 
9. extending knowledge from U.S.D.A. agencies such as 
Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? 
10. extending knowledge from various state agencies such 
as agriculture, transportation, health, and business 
and development? 
11. extending knowledge from the total land-grant university? 
12. programs dealing with local public issues which may 
involve conflicting points of view? 
13. programs dealing with national and/or state identified 
public issues which may involve conflicting points of view? 
14. programs reflecting shifting life styles, values, and 
attitudes of society, families, and individuals? 
15. 4-H activities in urban areas? 
Please comment regarding clientele needs which CES could fill or 
where CES is duplicating efforts of others. 











® ® @ ® ® ® @ ® ® ®  
®®®®®®®®®® 










0 © ® ® © © ® ® ® ®  
3)©®®© 
0©©@©©®©@® 
0 ® ® ® @ ® ® ® ® ®  
0 © ® ® © © ® ® ® ®  





Please read the passage about Roles, Responsibilities, and 
Resources on the attached sheets before responding to the 
questions below. 2qj^  
I I .  ROLES. RESPONSIBILITIES. AND RESOURCES 
To what extent should the CES programs; 
1. respond to locally perceived needs and problems? 
2. reflect priorities, planning and coordination at 
the university and state levels? 
3. reflect national priorities identified at the 
federal level? 
4. be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts with 
other state and federal agencies? 
5. provide feedback to researchers on locally 
perceived needs? 
6. conduct applied research on local problems as opposed 
to demonstrating research findings? 
7. rely on user fees for services like soil testing to 
assist in support? 
8. rely on user fees for other things like publications 
and expenses of holding meetings? 
To what extent should the federal Extension office of the U.S.D.A.: 
9. devote resources to building linkages and channeling 
information from other U.S.D.A. agencies to the states? 
10. conduct TV, radio, and other mass media education and 
information programs with the public as opposed to relying 
on states to conduct these programs? 




MUCH MORE q. 
A LITTLE LESS 
MUCH LESS 
^NO OPINION 
1 .  
2 .  
3 .  
4. 
5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
8 .  
9 .  
10. 
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PAGE 3 
Please read the passage about Program Delivery Methods on the 
attached sheets before responding to the questions below. 
I I I .  PROGRAM DELIVERY METHODS 
To what extent should CES: 
1. conduct programs using personal contact such as face to 
face consultations at county and community levels with 
groups and individuals? 
2. reduce county-based staff and increase its programs 
through regional and campus-based specialists? 
3. use electronic media such as computer, dial-a-tape, ceUsle 
TV, and interactive telephone with increased funding 
provided? 
4. develop and implement nationally coordinated TV and other 
mass media extension programs at the expense of face to 
face delivery? 
5. reduce the use of traditional methods such as 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or newsletters in 
favor of newer technologies? 
6. emphasize "in-depth educational programs" and deemphasize 
technology transfer or information giving? 
7. state specialists devote their time to articles for 
magazines and the daily and weekly press? 
8. develop and implement statewide coordinated TV extension 
programs? 
9. use mass media programming to deliver programs in urban 
centers? 
10. substitute paraprofessional help for professionals in 
selected programs? 
11. train and involve community or volunteer leaders in 
extension programs? 
12. devote resources to helping organizations plan their 
programs and include extension education materials in 
them? 









2 .  
3. 
6 .  
7. 
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Please read the passage about Evaluation and Accountability on 
the attached sheets before responding to the questions below. 
IV.  EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
To wnat extent should CES; 
1. measure impact of its programs on people served? 
2. report to and consult with leaders of the major 
organizations of the county and state about its 
programs? 
3. inform governors and state legislators on benefits 
and budget management? 
4. inform the U.S. congress and the U.S. executive branch 
on program impact and budget management? 
5. inform county government and committees on program 
impact and budget management? 
6. inform the general public on program benefits and 
budget management? 
7. establish a state and nationally coordinated evaluation 
and accountability system? 
8. emphasize programs which will produce easily measured 
changes and results as opposed to more subjective 
results? 
Please comment on needed evaluation systems and procedures. 
1 
2 
3 .  
4. 
5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
8 .  
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APPENDIX F. 
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Please read the passage about Prograun Philosophy, Mission, Goals MUCH 
and Priorities on the attached sheets before responding to the 
questions below. 
1. PROGRAM PHILOSOPHY, MISSION, GOALS, AND PRIORITIES 
Rank the following 5 extension program areas in order of 
importance to you [for the most important area, fill in 
circle 1; for the least important, fill in circle 5 (use 
each rank only once for these first 5 items)]. 
1. agricultural production and marketing 
2. 4-H youth 
3. home economics, nutrition, and family concerns 
4. community and economic development 
5. natural and environmental resources 
To what extent should the CES emphasize: 
6. extending research results and information in addition 
to agriculture, natural resources and home economics 
to farm emd other rural residents? 
7. extending research results and information from 
colleges of agriculture, natural resources, and home 
economics to people in urban areas? 
8. a limited number of subject matter areas but serve both 
rural and urban people? 
9. extending knowledge from U.S.D.A. agencies such as 
Forestry, ASCS, SCS, etc.? 
10. extending knowledge from various state agencies such 
as agriculture, transportation, health, and business 
and development? 
11. extending knowledge from the total land-grant university? 
12. programs dealing with local public issues which may 
involve conflicting points of view? 
13. programs dealing with national and/or state identified 
public issues which may involve conflicting points of view? 
14. programs reflecting shifting life styles, values, and 
attitudes of society, families, and individuals? 
15- 4-H activities in urban areas? 
Please comment regarding clientele needs which CES could fill or 







































Please read the passage about Roles, Responsibilities, and 
Resources on the attached sheets before responding to the 
questions below. 
I I .  ROLES. RESPONSIBILITIES. AND RESOURCES 
To what extent should the CES programs: 
1. respond to locally perceived needs and problems? 
2. reflect priorities, planning and coordination at 
the university and state levels? 
3- reflect national priorities identified at the 
federal level? 
4. be jointly sponsored or cooperative efforts with 
other state and federal agencies? 
5. provide feedback to researchers on locally 
perceived needs? 
6. conduct applied research on local problems as opposed 
to demonstrating research findings? 
7. rely on user fees for services like soil testing to 
assist in support? 
8. rely on user fees for other things like publications 
and expenses of holding meetings? 
To what extent should the federal Extension office of the O.S.D.A.: 
9. devote resources to building linkages and channeling 
information from other U.S.D.A. agencies to the states? 
10. conduct TV, radio, and other mass media education and 
information programs with the public as opposed to relying 
on states to conduct these programs? 
Please comment on CES roles, responsibilities, and resources for 
the future. 
SOME—, A LITTLE LESS 
MORE —, I- MUCH LESS 
MORE I j f N O  OPINION 
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Please read the passage about Program Delivery Methods on the 
attached sheets before responding to the questions below. 
I I I .  PROGRAM DELIVERY METHODS 
To what extent should CES: 
1. conduct programs using personal contact such as face to 
face consultations at county and community levels with 
groups and individuals? 
2. reduce county-based staff and increase its progreuns 
through regional and campus-based specialists? 
3. use electronic media such as computer, dial-a-tape, cable 
TV, and interactive telephone with increased funding 
provided? 
4. develop and implement nationally coordinated TV and other 
mass media extension programs at the expense of face to 
face delivery? 
5. reduce the use of traditional methods such as 
demonstrations, bulletins, and/or newsletters in 
favor of newer technologies? 
6. emphasize "in-depth educational programs" and deemphasize 
technology transfer or information giving? 
7. state specialists devote their time to articles for 
magazines and the daily and weekly press? 
8. develop and implement statewide coordinated TV extension 
programs? 
9. use mass media programming to deliver programs in urban 
centers? 
10. substitute paraprofessional help for professionals in 
selected programs? 
11. train and involve community or volunteer leaders in 
extension programs? 
12. devote resources to helping organizations plan their 
programs and include extension education materials in 
them? 
Please comment on which CES delivery methods you prefer. 
2 .  
3. 
4. 
6 .  
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PlGâse rââd thé pôss&y2 cboUw Evaluation and Accountabiiity on 
the attached sheets before responding to the questions below. 
IV.  EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
To wnat extent should CES: 
1. measure impact of its programs on people served? 
2. report to and consult with leaders of the major 
organizations of the county and state about its 
programs? 
3. inform governors and state legislators on benefits 
and budget management? 
4. inform the U.S. congress and the O.S. executive branch 
on program impact and budget management? 
5. inform county government and committees on program 
impact and budget management? 
6. inform the general public on program benefits and 
budget management? 
7. establish a state and nationally coordinated evaluation 
and accountability system? 
8. emphasize programs which will produce easily measured 
changes and results as opposed to more subjective 
results? 
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